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NOTES  ON  SOME  BRITISH  MYMARIDAE 

(HYM.) 

By  W.  D.  Hincks,  M.P.S.,  F.R.E.S. 

(Manchester  Museum) 

Introduction 

The  following-  notes  deal  principally  with  the  genus  Polynema 
Haliday,  but  as  it  is  hoped  to  continue  with  other  British  genera 
subsequently,  it  has  been  thought  an  advantage  to  include  some 
general  notes  by  way  of  introduction. 

Although  British  entomologists  were  among  the  first  workers 
to  study  the  taxonomy  of  the  minute  parasitic  Mymaridae  or 
‘Fairy  flies,’  little  has  been  published  in  this  country  on  the 
subject  for  many  years.  John  Curtis  1  (1832)  described  and 
figured  the  genus  Mymar  and  its  type  M.  pulchellus ,  and  listed 
19  other  species.  Much  of  Curtis’s  information  was  derived  from 
Haliday  and  Walker,  both  of  whom  subsequently  published  on 
the  family.  Alexander  Henry  Haliday2  (1833)  characterised 
several  of  the  genera  now  recognised  and  very  briefly  described 
18  species. 

Francis  Walker3  (1846)  using  Haliday ’s  unpublished  manu¬ 
script,  contributed  a  paper  which  included  several  new  genera 
and  15  new  species  (excluding  one  stated  to  be  from  Fontaine¬ 
bleau).  All  were  described  in  the  briefest  possible  manner  and  are 
usually  credited  to  Walker  although  he  expressly  stated :  ‘  The 
following  descriptions  are,  excepting  a  few  additions,  extracted 
from  MSS.  kindly  given  to  me  by  Mr.  Haliday. ’  It  would 
appear  therefore  that  all  the  new  genera  and  species  in  this  paper 
should  be  ascribed  to  Haliday  in  Walker  except  for  the  ‘  few 
additions  ’  made  by  Walker  himself.  These  additions  are  diffi¬ 
cult  to  recognise ;  all  the  genera  and  most  of  the  species  are 
without  authorities,  nor  are  those  which  are  new  indicated  in 
any  way  except  that  the  trivial  names  of  six  (and  one  foreign) 
new  species  are  followed  by  either  ‘  Haliday  MSS.’  (2)  or 
‘  Walker  MSS.’  (4+  1).  The  two  former,  after  a  ‘  description  ’ 
consisting  of  four  words  are  then  followed  by  ‘  (Walker).’  It 

1  1791-1862.  2  1806-1870.  3  1809-1874. 


DEC  1  4  t9BQ 


168 


[October, 


may  be  assumed  therefore  that  these  two  species,  Anaphes  longi- 
cornis  and  A.  regulus,  were  added  by  Walker  and  should  be 
credited  to  him.  The  use  of  the  authority  ‘  Haliday  MSS.’  or 
‘  Walker  MSS.  ’  after  a  trivial  name  was  merely  an  acknowledge¬ 
ment  of  the  fact  that  the  name  was  conferred  by  Haliday  or 
Walker  (either  ‘m  litt.’  or  'in  coll . ’)  and  did  not  necessarily 
imply  authorship  of  the  description  which  followed.  It  is  usually 
considered  that  a  sufficient  acknowledgement  has  been  given 
if  a  name  proposed  in  this  manner  is  coupled  with  that  of  its 
originator  on  its  first  publication.  Subsequently  only  the  des- 
criber’s  name  is  used  in  this  connection. 

One  other  name  may  be  ascribed  to  Walker  in  this  paper, 
Polynema  flavipes  Walker  MSS.  Although  it  was  followed  by  a 
description  it  was  expressly  proposed  as  a  new  name  for 
ovulorum  Haliday,  1833,  nec  Linnaeus,  by  the  statement 
‘  (ovulorum  olim :  nomen  errore  ortum),  ’  and  should  therefore 
be  credited  to  Walker. 

Marshall  (1873)  indicated  correctly  some  of  the  species  to 
be  assigned  to  Haliday  in  Walker  by  the  citation  ‘  (Hal.)Walk.’ 
He  differed  by  accepting  ‘  Walker  MSS.’  as  indicative  of 
Walker’s  authorship.  Regarding  Polynema  flavipes,  Marshall 
assigned  this  to  Walker  but  placed  it  as  a  species  distinct  from 
ovulorum  auctt.  and  thus  established  a  precedent  which  appears 
to  have  been  followed  by  all  subsequent  students  of  the  family. 
Walker’s  paper  has  been  studied  by  Kryger  (1934)  from  a 
different  point  of  view  and  he  adopted  the  notation  ‘  (Hal.) 
Walk.’ 

In  1847  Arnold  Foerster  (1810-1884)  published  a  more  com¬ 
petent  and  detailed  survey  including  42  species  of  which  23 
were  described  as  new.  These  papers  remain  to  this  day  the 
basic  sources  of  information  on  the  taxonomy  of  the  British 
species,  little  having  been  published  in  the  intervening  century 
with  the  exception  of  some  semi-popular  papers  and  descriptions 
of  new  genera  and  species  by  Frederick  Enock  (1845-1916)  (see 
bibliography).  Enock  tells  us  that  he  first  became  interested  in 
Fairy  flies  in  1876  and  from  then  onwards  he  gave  up  much  of 
his  time  to  studying  the  family,  at  first  alone  and  from  1907 
in  conjunction  with  Charles  Owen  Waterhouse  (1843-1917)  of 
the  British  Museum  (Natural  History).  Unfortunately  Enock 
published  only  a  few  papers  on  the  family  and  these  included 
several  of  a  popular  nature4.  Two  fragments  of  his  projected 
Monograph  with  C.  O.  Waterhouse  exist  in  the  Manchester 
Museum  together  with  his  photographs,  negatives,  and  a  set  of 
microscope  slides.  Unfortunately  no  manuscript  relating  to  the 
genus  Polynema  appears  to  have  been  prepared.  Enock  appears 

4  I  have  been  unable  to  trace  the  exact  references  of  several  of  these. 
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to  have  mounted  all  his  material  on  microscope  slides  which 
were  distributed  by  him  to  the  four  corners  of  the  earth.  Many 
of  these  are  labelled  with  manuscript  names  as  ‘  new  species  ’ 
and  bear  the  word  ‘  type.’  For  this  reason,  in  describing  below 
several  new  species  first  segregated  by  Enock,  I  have  not 
adopted  his  manuscript  trivial  names  as  it  would  tend  to  con¬ 
fusion  that  so  many  slides  bearing  these  names  are  also  marked 
‘  type.’5 

No  doubt  the  long  years  of  careful  study  which  Enock 
bestowed  on  this  family  engendered  a  greater  insight  into  the 
subtle  differences  separating  the  species  than  the  present  writer 
can  pretend  to.  As  a  result  I  am  unable  to  admit  as  distinct  a 
number  of  the  forms  segregated  by  Enock.  At  the  same  time  it 
should  be  mentioned  that  several  other  quite  distinct  species  of 
Polynema  are  not  dealt  with  in  the  present  paper  because  of  the 
absence  of  sufficient  materials  ;  such  species  are  those  repre¬ 
sented  by  slide  mounts  only,  or  by  few,  and  poor,  dry  mounts. 

Working  in  America  and  later  in  Australia,  Alexandre 
Arsbne  Girault  (1884-1941)  commenced  publishing  on  the 
Mymaridae  about  1905  and  several  of  his  papers  (see  biblio¬ 
graphy)  include  data  relating  to  British  species,  including 
some  additions  to  our  lists,  which,  as  they  were  published  in 
American  journals,  not  unnaturally  have  been  entirely  over¬ 
looked  by  British  entomologists.  Another  paper,  by  Jean 
Jacques  Kieffer  (1913),  containing  four  new  species  of  Mymari¬ 
dae  from  Britain,  has  also  been  overlooked  previously. 

The  following  list  includes  the  above-mentioned  additions 
and  also  two  accidental  omissions  from  the  Check  List  of 
British  Insects  (Kloet  &  Hincks,  1945) : 

Polynema  britannum  Girault,  1911 
Polynema  albitarse  Kieffer,  1913 
Polynema  ruficolle  Kieffer,  1913 
Polynema  longicauda  Kieffer,  1913 
Patasson  (  =  Anaphoidea)  diana  (Girault,  1911) 
Ooctonus  atroclavatus  Kieffer,  1913 
Camptoptera  papaveris  Foerster,  1856 
Alaptus  excisus  Westwood,  1878 

More  recently  (1934)  a  biological  contribution  dealing  with  a 
single  species  by  McGill  has  appeared,  and  in  the  same  year 
Bakkendorf  published  a  very  important  paper  containing  much 
biological  and  taxonomic  material  relating  to  some  of  the  Danish 
species  of  the  family.  This  paper  is  very  valuable  to  British 
students  and  is  written  in  English. 

5  A  further  series  of  dry-mounted  ‘  types  ’  are  to  be  found  in  the  Waterhouse 

collection  in  the  British  Museum  (N.H.). 
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Hosts,  etc. 

The  Mymaridae,  one  of  the  more  aberrant  families  of  the 
Chalcidoidea,  comprises  a  number  of  minute  species  all  of  which 
are  egg-parasites  of  many  different  orders  of  insects  and  there¬ 
fore  has  a  not  inconsiderable  economic  importance.  Indeed  it 
has  been  found  that  several  species  are  of  considerable  value 
in  controlling  agricultural  pests  and  they  have  attracted  atten¬ 
tion  in  this  connection  especially  in  the  United  States  and 
Hawaii.  A  resume  of  the  economic  and  biological  data  is  given 
by  Clausen  (1940).  It  is  surprising,  in  view  of  their  possible 
economic  significance  here,  that  greater  attention  has  not  been 
given  to  the  family  in  this  country.  It  is  interesting  to  notice 
that  the  number  of  genera  is  relatively  limited  and  that  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  many  of  them  is  extremely  wide.  Thus  many  of  the 
British  genera  are  also  represented  in  the  United  States  and 
even  in  South  America  and  Australia.  Since  these  genera  were 
first  described  from.  Britain  a  knowledge  of  our  Mymarid  fauna 
is  a  basic  necessity  in  studying  other  faunas  and  yet  the  frag¬ 
mentary  treatment  of  Haliday  and  Walker  has  received  little 
material  addition  in  the  past  century. 

Mymarids  have  been  recorded  from  the  eggs  of  coleopterous 
hosts  of  the  families  Dytiscidae,  Chrysomelidae  (sens,  lat.), 
Scolytidae  and  Curculionidae ;  from  Diptera  of  the  families 
Itonididae  (Cecidomyiidae),  Trypetidae  and  Chloropidae  ;  from 
the  hemipterous  families  Miridae  (Capsidae),  Hydrometridae, 
Nabidae,  Cicadidae,  Cercopidae,  Jassidae  (sens,  lat.),  Membraci- 
dae,  Delphacidae,  Aleyrodidae,  Aphididae  and  Coccidae.  Very 
few  Hymenoptera  are  attacked  and  these  appear  to  be  confined 
to  the  Tenthredinidae.  Surprisingly  there  are  also  very  few 
bona  fide  records  of  the  occurrence  of  Mymarids  as  egg-parasites 
of  the  Lepidoptera  but  the  eggs  of  Psocoptera  and  Odonata  are 
frequently  attacked. 

The  following  list  includes  those  British  genera  of  which 
host  records  occur  in  the  literature.  These  records  are  nearly 
all  published  in  connection  with  non-British  species  and  the  list, 
consequently,  is  intended  merely  to  indicate  possible  hosts  for 
our  native  species. 

Hosts  of  British  Mymarid  Genera 

Mymarinae 

Polynema  Haliday  :  Curculionidae,  Itonididae  (Cecidomyiidae), 
Nabidae,  Miridae,  Membracidae,  Jassidae,  Aphididae, 
Lepidoptera. 

Caraphr actus  Haliday  in  Walker  :  Dytiscidae,  Odonata. 

Anaphes  Haliday:  Dytiscidae,  Chrysomelidae,  Curculionidae, 
Miridae,  Jassidae,  Delphacidae,  Coccidae,  Lepidoptera. 
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Patasson  Walker :  Chrysomelidae,  Curculionidae,  Trypetidae, 
Tenthredinidae. 

Anagrus  Haliday :  Miridae,  Cercopidae,  Jassidae,  Delphaci- 
dae,  Coccidae,  Odonata,  Lepidoptera. 

Erythmelus  Enock:  Miridae. 

Parallelaptera  Enock:  Jassidae. 

Stethynium  Enock:  ?  Jassidae. 

OOCTONINAE 

Ooctonus  Haliday:  Scolytidae,  Jassidae. 

Camptoptera  Foerster:  Jassidae,  Aleyrodidae,  Lepidoptera. 

Alaptus  Westwood:  Jassidae,  Coccidae,  Psocoptera. 

Litus  Haliday  :  Hydrometridae. 

Lymaenon  Haliday  in  Walker:  Chloropidae,  Miridae,  Mem- 
bracidae,  Jassidae,  Aleyrodidae,  Aphididae,  Tenthredinidae. 

Dicopus  Enock :  Coccidae. 

Collecting  and  Rearing 

Enock  has  given  us  some  account  of  his  experiences  of 
collecting  Mymarids  (1909,  1914).  Those  of  the  writer  differ 
rather  widely  because  of  the  adoption  of  different  methods.  Thus 
I  have  yet  to  find  a  Fairy  fly  in  a  spider’s  web,  an  object  which 
fired  Enock  with  enthusiasm  for  these  minute  parasites  on 
account  of  its  unique  beauty.  All  my  specimens  have  been  taken 
wfith  the  sweeping  net  and  sucker  tube.  Many  apparently  suit¬ 
able  areas  have  often  produced  nothing,  whilst  odd -specimens 
have  frequently  turned  up  unexpectedly  when  searching  for  other 
groups  of  micro-hymenoptera.  Occasionally  one  comes  upon  a 
place  and  day  when  Mymarids  literally  swarm.  Such  localities 
are  usually  damp,  often  by  the  water  side,  where  Juncus,  Carex 
and  Phragmites  grow  plentifully;  the  time  is  usually  autumn. 
Such  days  produce  many  specimens  of  several  species  of 
Polynema,  Lymaenon  and  Ooctonus ,  perhaps  with  one  or  two 
species  of  other  genera  in  small  numbers.  Spring  sweeping  also 
often  produces  a  moderate  number  of  specimens  in  similar 
localities. 

It  is  interesting  to  notice  how  collecting  experiences  differ. 
B.  Blackbourn,  in  a  popular  paper  entitled  ‘  Fairy  flies  ’  (Vic¬ 
torian  Naturalist,  51,  1935:213-216),  writing  of  conditions  in 
Australia,  states,  ‘  There,  are  three  methods  of  collecting:  by 
breeding  the  insects  out  from  the  eggs  of  the  host ;  by  sweeping 
with  a  net ;  and  by  capturing  them  on  the  windows  of  outhouses. 
The  last  method  is  the  only  one  with  which  the  writer  has  had 
any  success,  and  a  number  of  new  species  have  been  obtained  in 
this  way.’ 

With  regard  to  the  rearing  of  specimens  Enock  devised  a 
simple  method  of  obtaining  material.  This  was  adopted  by  him 
in  1911  and  continued  for  several  seasons,  to  judge  from  his 
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rough  notebook  now  in  the  Manchester  Museum.  Grass  clumps, 
often  mixed  with  Juncus,  were  placed  in  breeding  jars  and  the 
emerging  Mymarids  collected  from  time  to  time.  The  following 
condensed  summary  of  Enoch’s  notes  may  perhaps  prove  useful 
as  indicating  the  scope  of  this  method. 

Experiment  No.  1/1911.  Grass  tufts  including  thick  ] uncus 
roots  filled  with  eggs  of  Delphax,  gathered  on  March  22nd,  1911 . 
Richmond  Park.  39  Mymarids  bred  by  Sept,  iyth  including 
Anagrus  spp.  (April  26th,  May  1st).  Polynema  spp.  (April  30th, 
May  ist-i2th,  July  24th-30th,  Aug.  8th- 17th).  My  mar  pulchellus 
Curtis  (June  i7th-20th)  Lymaenon  spp.  (July  24th,  Sept.  17th). 
Ooctonus  sp.  (Aug.  17th). 

1/1912.  Sods  from  Richmond  Park,  April  6th.  15  Mymarids 
bred.  My  mar  pulchellus  14  spns.  (June  27th-July  7th).  Polynema 
■sp.  (July  5th). 

1/1914.  Sods  of  Fesque  grass  from  Richmond  Park,  April 
1 6th.  39  Mymarids  bred  by  July  1st.  Litus  sp.  (May  6th,  22nd). 
Mymar  pulchellus  (June  i2th-26th).  Lymaenon  sp.  (July  26th. 
30th,  July  1  st). 

2/1911.  Grass  roots  from  Penrhyn,  N.  Wales,  March  6th.  5 
Mymarids  bred  by  July  16th.  Ooctonus  spp.  (April  6th,  July 
2nd).  Polynema  sp.  (May  8th,  July  16th).  Lymaenon  sp. 
(May  13th). 

2/ 1914.  Sods  of  grass  from  Richmond  Park,  April  24th.  2 
Mymarids  bred  by  June  30th.  Mymar  pulchellus  (June  30th). 
Lymaenon  sp.  (June  30th). 

3/1911.  Grass  roots  from  Penrhyn,  N.  Wales,  March  6th. 
7  Mymarids  bred  by  Sept.  17th.  Anagrus  sp.  (April  12th). 
Anaphes  sp.  (May  14th).  Polynema  spp.  (July  25th,  26th). 

3/ 1912.  Small  sods  from  Richmond  Park,  April  23rd.  5 

Mymar  pulchellus  bred  up  to  June  28th. 

3/ 1914.  Sods  of  grass  from  Richmond  Park,  April  24th.  11 
Mymarids  bred  up  to  June  27th.  Cleruchus  sp.  (May  16th,  17th, 
1 8th).  Mymar  pulchellus  (June  22nd-27th).  Lymaenon  sp. 
(June  26th). 

4/1911.  Juncus  roots  from  Richmond  Park,  April  13th,  main 
stems  full  of  eggs  of  Delphax.  6  Mymarids  bred  up  to  June  6th. 
Anagrus  spp.  (April  26th,  27th,  28th).  Polynema  sp.  (May  14th). 

4/1911.  Grass  roots  from  Farnham  (Bucks),6  June  8th.  3 
Mymarids  bred  up  to  August  8th.  Anagrus  sp.  (June  16th). 
Lymaenon  sp.  (June  16th).  Mymar  regalis  Enock  (July  2nd). 

4/1912.  Sods  from  Farnham,  April  20th,  12  Mymarids  bred 
by  Sept.  1st.  Ooctonus  spp.  (April  30th,  July  13th,  Sept.  1st). 

6  Knock  notes  that  these  grass  roots  were  taken  from  the  spot  where  he 
caught  a  male  Mymar  regalis  on  June  3rd  and  another  on  June  8th, 
with  the  hope  of  rearing  further  specimens. 
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Lymaenon  sp.  (April  30th).  Enaesius  sp.  (June  17th,  19th). 
Polynema  sp.  (July  13th).  Alaptus  sp.  (Aug.  30th). 

5/1911.  Rushes  and  sedges  from  Burnham  Beeches,7  April 
17th.  10  Mymarids  bred  up  to  July  31st.  Anaphes  spp.  (June 

23rd~3oth,  July  2nd).  Polynema  sp.  (June  28th).  Mymar  regalis 
5  9?  (June  27th,  July  29^1-3,1  st). 

5/191 2.  Sods  from  Farnham,  June  19th.  47  Mymarids  bred 
up  to  Sept.  1st.  Polynema  spp.  (July  6th,  nth,  Aug.  24th,  25th). 
Alaptus  sp.  (July  7th).  Litus  sp.  (35  9  9  between  11  a.m.  and 
1.30  p.m.,  July  nth).  Ooctonus  spp.  (July  15th,  Sept.  1st). 
Mymar  pulchellus  (July  15th).  Mymar  regalis  (Aug.  17th). 

6/1911.  Fesque  grass  roots  from  Richmond  Park,  April 
15th.  16  Mymarids  bred  up  to  June  30th.  Litus  sp.  (May  23rd, 
24th).  Mymar  pulchellus  (June  16th).  (Records  evidently  in¬ 
complete.) 

6/1912.  Grass  from  ditch  in  Richmond  Park,  May  2nd.  3 
I-ymaenon  bred  up  to  May  20th. 

7/1911.  Sods  of  grass  from  Richmond  Park,  April  18th. 
1  9  Mymar  pulchellus  emerged  on  June  14th. 

7/1912.  Grass  sods  from  ditch  in  Richmond  Park,  May  2nd. 
4  Mymar  pulchellus  (June  17th,  20th  and  23rd). 

8/1911.  Rushes  from  Richmond  Park,  April  20th.  16 

Mymarids  bred  up  to  Aug.  9th.  Anaphes  sp.  (May  9th). 
Lymaenon  sp.  (May  13th).  Polynema  spp.  (May  26th,  June  2nd, 
Aug.  9th).  Mymar  pulchellus  (June  i6th-24th). 

8/1912.  Aira  sods  from  ditch  in  Richmond  Park,  May  14th. 
10  Mymarids  bred  up  to  Aug.  25th.  Mymar  pulchellus  (June 
29th,  July  1st).  Polynema  spp.  (June  29th,  July  8th).  Lymaenon 
sp.  (July  6th).  Anagrus  sp.  (Aug.  25th). 

9/1911.  Sods  from  ditch,  Richmond  Park,  April  22nd.  26 

Mymarids  bred  up  to  June  28th.  Anagrus  sp.  (April  26th). 
Anaphes  sp.  (May  25th).  Mymar  pulchellus  (June  nth-28th). 
Ooctonus  sp.  (June  23rd). 

9/1912.  Sods  from  ditch,  Richmond  Park,  June  18th.  2 

Mymarids  bred  up  to  July  8th.  Lymaenon  sp.  (July  5th).  Poly¬ 
nema  sp.  (July  8th). 

10/1911.  Hummocks  of  grass  (with  Juncus)  from  ditch  in 
Richmond  Park,  April  24th.  32  Mymarids  bred  up  to  June  26th. 
Mymar  pulchellus  (June  i3th-July  26th).  Polynema  spp.  (June 
1 8th,  26th).  On  July  10th  contents  replaced  by  large  sods  of 
grass  from  same  locality.  70  Mymarids  bred  up  to  July  31st. 
Anaphes  sp.  (July  21st).  Polynema  spp.  (July  2 ist-26th).  Ooct¬ 
onus  spp.  (July  24^-3 1st).  Litus  sp.  (24  spns.,  July  26th). 

7  On  June  21st  Enock  appears  to  have  added  *  two  or  three  sods  of  “  Mymar 
regalis  ”  grass  from  Farnham  corner.’ 
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Key  TO'  GENERA  ALLIED  TO'  PoLYNEMA 

i  Club  of  antennae  in  female  2-segmented ;  ovipositor  longer 
than  abdomen  .  2. 

—  Club  of  antennae  in  female  i-segmented  ;  ovipositor  not  longer 

than  abdomen,  rarely  half  as  long  .  3. 

2.  Posterior  tarsi  longer  than  tibiae;  stigma  very  short . 

. . . .  DORICLYTUS  Foerster  (p.  175) 

—  Posterior  tarsi  considerably  shorter  than  tibiae  ;  stigma  very 

long ;  wings  broad,  hairs  coarse,  marginal  cilia  long  ;  base 

of  wings  infuscate  .  EUSTOCHUS  Haliday. 

(Very  distinct  species  ;  rare.  E.  atripennis  (Curtis).  Surrey: 
Richmond  Park  ( Enoch ),  1  9  (M.M.  slide  No.  21); 

Cheshire:  Marple,  1  9,  17. vi. 1947  ( H .  Britten)  (Coll. 

h.b.).) 

3.  Stigma  long;  propodeum  with  two  longitudinal  carinae ; 

antennae  of  male  1 2-segmented ;  club  of  female  slender, 
little  wider  than  preceding  segments  ;  wings  often  abbrevi¬ 
ate  in  both  sexes.  CARAPHRACTUS  Hal.  in  Walk. 
(Widely  distributed  sub-aquatic  species  parasitising  eggs  of 
Odonata.  C.  cinctus  Hal.  in  Walk.  Oxford  :  Shotover, 
pond  in  claypit,  1  dC  brachypterous,  29. ix.  1917  ( H .  Britten) 
(Coll.  H.B.,  slide);  Shotover  claypit  1  dS  1  9  (H.  Britten) 
(Coll.  W.H.S.,  slide).  Middlesex:  Mill  Hill,  1  9> 

‘  swimming  ’  (F.  Enoch )  (Coll.  W.H.S.,  slide).) 
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—  Stigma  very  short ;  propodeum  with  one  longitudinal  carina  ; 

antennae  of  male  13-segmented  ;  club  of  female  stout  ...  4. 
4.  Third  antennal  segment  of  female  more  than  one  and  a  half 
times  as  long  as  second  ;  third  and  fourth  segments  sub¬ 
equal ;  scape  extensively  asperate.  Stigma  elongate  . . 

. . . . . .  STEPHANODES  Enock  (p.  175) 

—  Third  antennal  segment  rarely  as  long  as  second,  never  one 

and  a  half  times  as  long ;  third  segment  shorter  than  fourth. 
Scape  less  extensively  asperate  or  bare.  Stigma  puncti- 
form  . . . .  POLYNEMA  Haliday  (p.  177) 

Doriclytus  Foerster  1847 

Doriclytus  Foerster,  1847,  Linn.  Ent.  2:226  (monotypic :  D. 
vitripennis  Foerster,  1847). 

Doryclytus  Dalla  Torre,  1898,  Cat.  Hym.  6:428  (emend.). 

Foerster  opens  his  definition  of  this  genus  with  the  words 
‘  Die  Fuhler  des  9  10  ghedrig,  der  Knopf  2  gliedrig  .  .  .  ’  It 
is  surprising  therefore,  to  find  Enock,  who  added  this  genus  to  the 
British  List  in  1909  (Trans,  ent.  Soc.,  Lond.,  1909:458),  stating 
that  the  antennae  of  the  female  is  9-jointed.  I  have  examined 
a  pair  purporting  to  belong  to  Doriclytus  from  the  Enock  slide 
material  now  in  the  collection  of  the  Manchester  Museum.  These 
are  nothing  more  than  a  species  of  Polynema  resembling  P. 
gracile  (Nees),  in  general  appearance,  but  differing  in  being  only 
about  1  mm.  long  in  the  female,  in  having  the  antennae  propor¬ 
tionately  shorter  and  less  slender  and  in  having  the  caudal  tarsi 
about  a  quarter  longer  than  the  tibiae.  I  have  not  been  able  to 
determine  this  Polynema  definitely  in  the  absence  of  further 
material  but  it  is  quite  clear  that  Doriclytus  vitripennis  Foerster, 
must  be  removed  from  the  British  List  for  the  present. 

Stephanodes  Enock,  1909 

Stephanodes  Enock,  1909,  Trans,  ent.  Soc.,  Lond.,  1909:457 
(monotypic:  5.  elegans  Enock,  1909). 

Stephanodes  was  distinguished  from  Polynema  by  Enock  in 
1909  by  having  the  marginal  vein  elongate  instead  of  punctiform, 
the  antennal  scape  asperate  in  both  sexes  and  the  inner  eye 
margins  carinate.  Girault  (191^:321)  placed  Enoch’s  genus  in 
synonymy  stating  ‘  the  characteristics  of  Stephanodes  lose  their 
value  in  being  too  variable  and  graduate  and  must  be  considered 
as  having  no  more  than  specific  value.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
appearance  of  Stephanodes  to  indicate  a  distinctness  from 
Polynema ;  in  appearance  the  genus  is  typically  Polynema.’  As 
the  combination  ‘  Polynema  elegans  ’  had  been  previously  used 
Girault  proposed  the  name  Polynema  enockii  for  elegans 
Enock.  It  appears  to  have  escaped  Enock,  Girault  and  other 
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writers  that  Foerster,  as  long  ago  as  1847,  described  the  insect 
under  the  name  of  Polynema  similis .8 

The  first  antennal  segment  of  Stephanode: s  is  extensively 
asperate  whilst  in  Polynema  fumipenne  and  P.  britteni  (described 
below)  there  occur  a  series  of  bristles  on  the  upper  margin  the 
bases  of  which  simulate  the  asperations  of  Stephanodes  which 
do  not  appear,  however,  to  bear  bristles.  Moreover,  the  third 
antennal  segment  of  Stephanodes  (female)  is  more  than  one  and 
a  half  times  as  long  as  the  second.  In  Polynema  the  third  seg¬ 
ment  is  rarely  .as  long  as  the  second,  usually  shorter. 

It  is  possible  that  an  examination  of  the  extensive  series  of 
species  of  Polynema  occurring  in  North  America  and  elsewhere 
may  confirm  the  opinion  of  Girault  already  quoted,  but  in  view 
of  the  several  small  characters  mentioned  in  the  key  on  p.  175, 
it  will  be  best  to  retain  Stephanodes  as  a  genus,  or  at  least  a  sub¬ 
genus,  until  the  critical  examination  of  more  species  of  Polynema 
has  been  concluded. 

Girault ’s  P.  enockii  becomes  redundant  in  any  event  and 
Knock’s  species  will  take  the  name  of  Stephanodes  similis 
(Foerster). 

Stephanodes  similis  (Foerster,  1847)  comb.  nov. 

1847  Polynema  similis  Foerster,  Linn.  Ent.  2:  218  ( 9  cf  Ger¬ 
many:  Aachen). 

1934  Polynema  similis  Foerster,  Bakkendorf  Ent.  Medd. 
Kpbenhavn,  19  (1933)161,  62  f.,  78. 

1909  Stephanodes  elegans  Enock,  Trans,  ent.  Soc.f  Lond.. 
1909:457,  pi.  14,  f.  6-11  ( 9  cf  Woking,  Somerset, 
Burnham  Beeches). 

1911  Polynema  enockii  Girault,  Trans.  Amer.  ent.  Soc.y 
37:321. 

Material  examined :  1  9  Buckinghamshire  :  Burnham 

Beeches  ( F .  Enock)  (M.M.  slide  No.  31) ;  1  cf  no  data,  July, 
1885  ( F .  Enock)  (no  doubt  Surrey:  Woking,  see  Enock  1909: 
458)  (M.M.  slide  No.  30).  1  cf  no  data  ( F .  Enock)  (Coll.  H.B.). 
1  9  no  data  No.  50  (Haliday  coll.,  D.M.)  labelled  ‘  ?  ?  Polynema 
atratus  Hal.  labelled  by  C.  Waterhouse.’ 

Regarding  the  last  specimen  Mr.  Stelfox  has  kindly  sent  me 
a  copy  of  a  letter  sent  by  Waterhouse  when  returning  the 
Haliday  specimens  to  the  Dublin  Museum.  Waterhouse  ex¬ 
pressed  the  doubt  that  the  above  specimen  is  P.  atratum  but 
stated  that  it  was  the  nearest  he  could  find  in  the  material  and 
the  only  one  agreeing  with  the  abdominal  character  mentioned 

8  Soyka  (1946:33)  also  draws  attention  to  this  synonymy. 
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by  Haliday.  This  specimen  does  not  agree  with  Haliday’s  des¬ 
cription  but  fits  perfectly  the  description  of  Polynema  simile 
given  by  Foerster. 

Although  slide  No.  31  is  from  Burnham  Beeches  it  is 
evident  from  an  examination  of  Enock’s  notebooks  that  the 
specimen  was  taken  sometime  during  1911  and  could  not, 
therefore,  have  formed  part  of  the  original  material ;  the  male 
slide  No.  30  however  is  certainly  a  paratype. 

Soyka  (1946:33)  states  that  Polynema  simile  Foerster,  1847, 
Stephanodes  elegans  Enock,  1909,  and  Polynema  enockii 
Girault,  1911,  are  one  and  the  same  species  and  with  this 
synonymy  I  concur.  I  cannot  agree,  however,  with  his  statement 
that  Polynema  simile  Foerster,  is  also  identical  with  P.  ovulornm 
(L.)  Foerst.,  and  Eutriche  gracilis  Nees.  Foerster  quite  clearly 
pointed  out  the  very  marked  differences  in  the  antennae  between 
S.  simile,  and  f  P.  ovidornm /  drawing  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  third  segment  considerably  exceeds  the  length  of  the  second 
in  the  former  species.  I  have  been  able,  subsequently,  to  con¬ 
firm  my  conclusions  regarding  5.  similis  by  the  examination  of 
Foerster ’s  type,  now  in  the  Geneva  Museum,  through  the  kind¬ 
ness  of  Dr.  Ch.  Ferriere. 

Polynema  Haliday,  1833 

Polynema  Haliday,  1833,  Ent.  Mag.,  1:347;  Walker,  1846. 
Ann.  Mag.  Nat.  Hist.,  18:49,  5°>  52  ;  Foerster,  1847,  Linnaea 
Ent.,  2: 216;  Bakkendorf,  1934,  Ent.  Medd.,  Kpbenhavn,  19 
(1933): 88;  Soyka,  1946,  Zbl.  Gesamt  Geb.  Ent.,  Lienz,  1  :33. 
Cosmocoma  Foerster,  1856,  Hym.  Studien,  2:117. 

The  genotype  is  Eutriche  gracilis  Nees,  1834  ( =  ovulorum 
Haliday  nec  Linnaeus,  see  below),  by  designation  of  Westwood 
(1839). 

Polynema  is  easily  distinguished  from  the  other  British 
genera  of  the  family,  except  those  included  in  the  generic  key 
(p.  174),  by  the  following  combination  of  characters:  Tarsi  four- 
segmented.  Antennae  of  male  13-,  of  female  9-jointed.  Abdomen 
petiolate.  Marginal  vein  of  anterior  wing  punctiform.  Size 
relatively  large,  from  0.6  to  1.8  mm. 

Haliday  (1833)  described  five  species  of  the  genus  from 
Britain.  A  new  name  and  a  further  species  were  added  by 
Walker  (1846).  Marshall  (1873)  included  seven  species  and 
Morley  (1930)  six.  Kloet  and  Hincks  (1945)  listed  nine  species 
as  British  but  two  of  these,  P.  elegans  Foerster  and  P.  pullnm 
Foerster  were  included  in  error  thus  perpetuating  a  mistake  by 
Dalla  Torre  (1898)  who  gave  the  habitats  as  ‘  Britannia  ’  instead 
of  ‘Germania.’  I  am  now  able  to  show  that  both  names  are 
synonyms  of  P.  fuscipes  Haliday.  As  already  pointed  out  P. 
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flavipes  Walker  is  a  change  of  name  for  P.  ovulorum  auctt.,  a 
point  hitherto  overlooked. 

In  1911  Girault  ( Ent .  News,  22  :365)  in  a  paper  overlooked  by 
British  authors,  discussed  P.  euchariforme  Haliday  on  the  basis 
of  two  slides  so  identified  by  Enock.  I  have  seen  many  slides 
identified  as  P.  euchariforme  by  Enock  and  he  consistently  mis- 
identified  Haliday ’s  species.  It  is  evident  that  Girault  was  misled 
by  the  female  slide  as  his  descriptive  notes  thereon  do  not  apply 
to  Haliday ’s  species.  This  female  was  the  only  specimen  pur¬ 
porting  to  be  Haliday ’s  species  seen  by  Girault  and  it  is  there¬ 
fore  surprising  that  he  was  able  to  state  without  hesitation  that 
the  male  slide  identified  as  euchariforme  represented  another 
species,  which,  in  fact,  he  proceeded  to  describe  as  new  under 
the  name  of  ‘  brittanum  ’  (sic ! ).  It  is  very  difficult  to  form  an 
opinion  as  to  the  identity  of  isolated  males  of  this  genus  and  I 
have  not  succeeded  in  satisfying  myself  regarding  P.  britannum, 
A  copy  of  the  description  is  reproduced  on  page  203. 

Another  paper  which  has  not  unnaturally  been  overlooked  by 
British  authors  is  that  of  Kieffer  (1913)  wherein  four  new  species 
are  described  from  Britain.  Three  of  these  species  belong  to 
Polynema  but  the  descriptions  are  not  very  helpful.  The  main 
point  which  they  bring  out  is  that  Kieffer  did  not  know  Polynema 
r  ovulorum  ’  with  which  he  compared  his  new  species.  For  in¬ 
stance  he  mentions  incidently  that  the  posterior  tarsi  ot 
e  ovulorum  ’  are  nearly  twice  as  long  as  the  tibiae.  This  would 
place  the  species  in  the  genus  Doriclytus ! 

Bakkendorf  (1934:89)  gave  a  key  to  the  species  of  Polynema 
known  to  him  and  followed  Foerster  in  using  the  colour  of  the 
legs  and  petiole  as  a  primary  character.  My  experience  shows 
that  this  character  is  valueless  as  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  light- 
legged  species  vary  to  almost  entirely  black.  Several  of  Bakken- 
dorf’s  species  appear  to  be  incorrectly  identified  (the  difficulties 
of  correct  determination  are  almost  insurmountable  on  account 
of  the  meagre  descriptions  of  the  early  authors)  and  in  proposing 
some  corrections  I  do  so  with  the  greatest  respect  for  Mr. 
Bakkendorf’s  fine  work  on  the  Mymaridae  and  in  the  earnest 
hope  that  I  have  not  fallen  into  more  egregious  errors. 

It  is  rather  difficult  to  determine  the  limits  of  some  species 
of  Polynema  satisfactorily  but  a  far  more  serious  difficulty  arises 
in  trying  to  apply  the  names  of  the  older  authors  to  the  species 
segregated.  Haliday  gave  names  to  six  species  and  I  have  been 
able  to  examine  material  of  five  of  these  (flavipes  Walker 
=  ovulorum  Haliday,  nec  Linnaeus,  fumipenne  Haliday  in 
Walker,  pusilhim  Haliday,  fuscipes  Haliday  and  euchariforme 
Haliday)  from  the  Haliday  Collection  in  the  Dublin  Museum, 
through  the  kind  co-operation  of  Mr.  A.  W.  Stelfox.  I  have 
been  able  to  fix  these  species  by  the  selection  of  lectotypes  in 
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each  instance,  as  recorded  below,  and  the  identity  of  each  may 
thus  be  taken  as  satisfactorily  established.  The  sixth  name  (P. 
atratum  Haliday)  is  not  so  finally  disposed  of  as  no  specimen 
answering  Haliday ’s  description  has  been  submitted  to  me. 
Doubtless  it  may  yet  prove  possible  to  trace  a  specimen  in  the 
collection  which  agrees  fully  with  the  brief  diagnosis  but  in  the 
meanwhile  I  feel  it  is  most  unlikely  that  Haliday  did  not  know 
our  commonest  British  Polynema  and  I  have  therefore  applied 
the  name  atratum  to  that  species  which  would  otherwise  be  with¬ 
out  a  name.  The  original  description  of  atratum  agrees  quite 
well  with  the  species  in  question. 

With  regard  to  the  names  of  Foerster  I  have  had  only  the 
descriptions  to  work  on,  except  that  Dr.  Ch.  Ferriere  was  good 
enough  to  allow  me  to  examine  Foerster’s  specimens  of  S. 
simile  (type),  P.  pullum  (type,  male  only,  apparently  our 
fuscipes)  and  P.  elegans,  in  the  Geneva  Museum.  The  latter  is 
not  a  type  and  does  not  appear  to  agree  with  Foerster’s 
description. 

It  may  be  that  I  have  made  errors  in  the  application  of  some 
of  Foerster’s  names  or  in  the  redescription  as  new  of  species 
already  published  by  him  and  by  other  workers.  Every  care 
has  been  taken,  however,  to  minimise  errors  of  this  kind. 

The  following  key  includes  the  females  (and  some  males)  of 
all  the  British  species  it  has  been  possible  to  separate  satis¬ 
factorily  up  to  the  present.  It  must  be  regarded  as  purely  pre¬ 
liminary,  however,  since  it  is  evident  that  a  number  of  additional 
species  occur  in  Britain ;  several  indeed  are  represented  in 
collections  on  hand  but  must  await  the  advent  of  further  material 
before  they  can  be  described.  It  has  also  proved  difficult  to 
determine  the  extent  of  infra-specific  variability  in  a  genus  so 
little  studied  as  Polynema  and  several  doubtful  specimens  which 
may  prove  to  be  mere  variants  of  included  species,  or  even  per¬ 
haps  closely  allied  but  good  species,  necessarily  have  been 
omitted  from  the  present  paper. 

In  the  preparation  of  this  paper  a  total  of  eight  hundred  and 
fifty-four  specimens  have  been  examined. 

Key  to  Females 

i  (2)  Prothorax  yellow ;  thoracic  sculpture  very  distinct, 
reticulate ;  first  antennal  segment  long  in  both  sexes, 
in  female  a  little  longer  than  second  and  third  segments 
combined  ;  wing  membrane  with  long  cilia ;  marginal 
cilia  long,  many  individual  cilia  as  long  as  greatest 
width  of  wing;  wing  ratio9  4.5-5;  ovipositor  not  ex- 

serted.  L.  o*  $  ,  0.97-1.07  mm .  reticulatum  sp.n. 

Length  of  wing 

8  Wing  ratio  (W.R.)  =  - - 

Breadth  of  wing 
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2  (i)  Without  above  combination  of  characters. 

3  (4)  Ovipositor  exserted  about  a  quarter  to  a  half  the  length 

of  abdomen.  Second  and  third  antennal  segments  sub¬ 
equal  ;  fourth  segment  less  than  twice  as  long  as  third. 
Wings  broad,  W.R.  about  3 ;  costal  fringe  short. 

Length,  (f  o. 9-1.0,  9  i-i-i -2  mm.  . . . . . 

. .  — . . .' . .  — ...  euchariforme  Haliday . 

4  (d)  Without  above  combination  of  characters. 

5  (6)  Wings  somewhat  abbreviated.  Club  of  antennae  large, 

nearly  three  times  as  long  as  eighth  segment.  L.  o. 7-1.0 
mm.  (Male  unknown)  . . microptera  Bakkendorf. 

6  (5)  Wings  normal. 

7(10)  Surface  of  wings  with  longer  and  coarser  pubescence. 

8  (9)  Cilia  on  wing  membrane  very  long,  many  individual 

cilia  as  long  as  hairs  of  fringe ;  fringe  very  long,  some 
cilia  as  long  as  greatest  width  of  wing.  Average  size 
larger,  9  1. 3-1-6,  0*  1.2  mm . .  britteni  sp.n. 

9  (8)  Cilia  on  wing  membrane  shorter,  few  individual  hairs  as 

long  as  those  of  fringe ;  fringe  shorter,  cilia  barely 
as  long  as  greatest  width  of  wing.  Average  size 
smaller,  9  i-i-i*4,  c?  1 .0-1.1  mm.  ........................ 

. . . . . .  fumipenne  Haliday  in  Walker 

10  (7)  Surface  of  wings  with  normal  pubescence. 

11(14)  Fourth  antennal  segment  fully  twice  as  long  as  third. 

(About  twice  as  long  in  some  specimens  of  fuscipes 
Haliday,  a  slender  species  with  narrow  wings,  long 
marginal  fringes  and  well  exserted  ovipositor,  and 
bakkendorji :  see  under  rubric  14(11).) 

12(13)  Third  antennal  segment  appreciably  shorter  than  second. 

Size  smaller,  <3*  9  0.9-1.05  mm.  _ _ _  waterhousei  sp.n. 

13(12)  Third  antennal  segment  approximately  as  long  as 
second.  Size  larger,  cf  9  I*I“I*5  mm.  ...  gracile  Nees. 

14(11)  Fourth  antennal  segment  usually  clearly  less  than  twice 
as  long  as  third.  (Approximately  twice  as  long  in  some 
fuscipes  Haliday,  and  in  bakkendorji  sp.n.) 

15(18)  Wings  broader;  wing  ratio  not  more  than  4. 

16(17)  Wing  ratio  about  3;  costal  fringe  very  short.  L.  cf'9> 
0.8-1.15  mm.  . . .  woodi  sp.n. 

17(16)  Wing  ratio  about  3. 5-3. 8 ;  costal  fringe  moderately  long, 
longest  cilia  about  half  as  long  as  greatest  width  of 
wing.  L.  cf  9  >  0.75-0.90  mm.  ......  bakkendorji  sp.n. 

18(15)  Wings  narrower;  wing  ratio  more  than  4. 

19(23)  Wings  with  long  costal  fringe. 
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20(21)  Reticle  hardly  passing  caudal  coxae.  Ovipositor  dis¬ 
tinctly  exserted.  First  segment  of  antennae  short  in 
relation  to  second,  about  one  and  a  half  times  as  long. 
Slender  species.  Wings  narrow,  about  four  and  a  half 

times  their  greatest  width.  L.  cf  $  ,  0.85-1.2  mm . 

. . . . . . .  fuscipes  Haliday  ( elegans  Foerster). 

21(20)  Petiole  extending  beyond  caudal  coxae.  Ovipositor  at 
most  exserted  for  a  very  short  distance. 

22(23)  First  antennal  segment  longer  in  relation  to  second,  more 
than  twice  as  long.  Not  very  slender  species  ;  ovi¬ 
positor  shortly  exserted.  Third  antennal  segment 
usually  scarcely  more  than  half  as  long  as  second. 
Wing  approximately  four  and  a  half  times  as  long  as 
broad.  Size  relatively  small.  L.  cT  $  ,  0.65-0.8  mm.  ... 

. .  pusillum  Haliday. 

23(19)  Costal  fringe  of  wing  short.  Third  antennal  segment 
more  than  half  as  long  as  second.  Wings  approxi¬ 
mately  five  times  as  long  as  broad.  Ovipositor  barely 
exserted.  L.  cf  $  ,  0.9-1.1  mm . atratum  Haliday. 

POLYNEMA  GRACILE  (NeeS,  1 834) 

(Plate  1,  figs.  1,  2  and  6) 

1833  Polynema  ovulorum  (Linnaeus)  Haliday,  Ent.  Mag., 

1  1347  ( nec  Linnaeus,  1758,  Syst.  Nat.,  1  :568). 

1834  Eutriche  gracilis  Nees,  Hym.  Ich.  aff.  Mon.,  2:197. 

1846  Polynema  flavipes  Walker,  Ann.  Mag.  Nat.  Hist.,  18: 

52.  (New  name  for  P.  ovulorum  Haliday.) 

1847  Polynema  ovulorum  Haliday,  Foerster,  Linnaea  Ent.. 

2:217  ( nec  ovulorum  Linnaeus,  1758). 

1847  Polynema  longula  Foerster,  loc.  cit.,  2:219  ($>  Ger¬ 
many:  Aachen.)  syn.  nov. 

1934  Polynema  longula  Foerster,  Bakkendorf,  Ent.  Medd., 
Kpbenhavn,  19  (1933):  77,  f-  93  104b. 

1946  Polynema  ovulorum  Linnaeus,  Soyka,  Zbl.  Gesamt- 
Geb.  Ent.,  Lienz,  1  : 33  ( nec  ovulorum  Linnaeus,  1758). 

In  the  Dublin  Museum  Haliday  collection  there  is  a  female 
Polynema  bearing  the  number  ‘  48  ’  and  ‘  Polynema  ovulorum 
Hal.  nec  L.,  labelled  by  C.  Waterhouse.’  I  accept  this  as  fixing 
the  identity  of  Haliday ’s  species  and  therefore  the  genotype  of 
the  genus  Polynema.  The  specimen  agrees  well  with  Foerster ’s 
description  of  ‘ovulorum  Hal.’  and  on  his  authority,  based  on 
the  examination  of  an  actual  Neesian  specimen,  with  Eutriche 
gracilis  Nees. 

Since  the  name  Polynema  flavipes  Walker,  1846  was  ex¬ 
pressly  proposed  as  a  new  name  to  replace  the  P.  ovulorum  of 
Haliday,  not  of  Linnaeus  (and  not  as  another  species  as  earlier 
authors  concluded)  I  have  thought  it  as  well  to  secure  this  view 
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by  selecting  the  same  specimen  as  the  Lectotype  of  P.  flavipes 
Walker,  and  I  have  labelled  it  accordingly. 

I  have  examined  also  the  remains  of  a  female,  consisting  of 
legs,  part  of  the  antennae  and  the  wings  (No.  55)  in  the  Haliday 
collection  and  also  a  male  (No.  104).  The  former  may  well  be 
the  present  species  but  the  male  is  rather  doubtful  as  the 
antennae  are  somewhat  shorter  than  is  typical  of  P.  gracile. 

Foerster  gives  several  differences  between  his  longulum ,  of 
which  he  had  only  a  single  large  female  example,  and  ‘  ovu¬ 
lorum,  ’  but  I  consider  these  to  be  individual  rather  than  specific. 
P.  longulum  Foerster,  Bakkendorf,  is  undoubtedly  the  present 
species  and  on  the  basis  of  Bakkendorf’s  paper  I  introduced  P. 
longulum  as  new  to  Britain  in  1946  ( Naturalist ,  1946:38). 

Soyka  (1946)  refers  to  this  species  as  P.  ovulorum  (Linnaeus) 
but  as  Ichneumon  ovulorum  Linnaeus  is  a  species  dubiosum  it 
seems  preferable  to  adopt  Nees’  trivial  name.  Linnaeus’  des¬ 
cription  is  as  follows : 

I(chneumon)  niger,  pedibus  rufis  antennis  filiformibus 
longis.  DeGeer  Ins.  I.  t.  35,  f.  11,  12,  13.  Habitat  in  ovis 
Lepidopterorum . 

As  pointed  out  under  S.  similis  (Foerster)  I  cannot  agree  with 
Soyka  that  Stephanodes  elegans  Enock,  Polynema  enockii 
Girault,  and  Polynema  similis  Foerster,  are  also  synonyms  of  the 
present  species. 

P.  gracile  is  a  common  species  in  Britain.  Bakkendorf  records 
having  bred  a  male  of  this  species  (under  the  name  of  P.  longu¬ 
lum)  from  a  large  heteropterous  egg  in  ] uncus  effusus  L.  in 
Denmark.  Mr.  G.  Morcos  has  bred  both  sexes  from  the  eggs 
of  ?  Anthocoris  nemorum  (L.)  (Hem.-Het.,  Anthocoridae)  in 
bracken  stems  in  Berkshire. 

Material  examined:  Coll.  D.M.  Without  data,  Haliday  Col¬ 
lection  1  9,  no.  48,  P.  ovulorum  Hal.  nec  L.,  and  P.  flavipes 
Walker,  Lectotype;  2  c fdS  2  9  $  without  data,  nos.  23,  42, 
46,  49,  Haliday  Collection  (det.  P.  euchariforme  by  Waterhouse, 


Explanation  of  Plate  i 

Fig.  1. — Polynema  gracile  (Nees),  9  ■.  wings. 

Fig.  2. — P.  gracile  $,  antenna. 

Fig.  3. — P.  britteni  sp.n.  9  wings. 

Fig.  4. — P .  fuscipes  Haliday,  9  *  wings. 

Fig.  5. — P.  fumipenne  Haliday  in  Walker,  9  *  wings. 

Fig.  6. — P.  gracile,  $ ,  antenna. 

Fig.  7. — P.  waterhousei  sp.n.  9  »  wings. 

Fig.  8. — P.  woodi  sp.n.  9,  wings. 

Fig.  9. — P.  pusillum  Haliday,  9 1  wings. 

Fig.  10. — P.  woodi  sp.n.  9,  antenna. 

Fig.  11. — P.  woodi  sp.n.  d\  antenna. 

Magnification  of  all  figures  approximately  X40. 

(Photos  by  Fred  Enock,  from  prints  in  the  Manchester  Museum.) 
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q.v.).  Coll.  B.M.  (Waterhouse  Coll.) — Buckinghamshire:  Burn¬ 
ham  Beeches  2  $5  12. vi.  1908,  1  8  1  5  26.V.1911,  1  9 
S.vi.igu,  1  cf  1  9  8. v. 1912,  1  cf  1  9  23. v. 1913  (C.  O.  Water- 
house).  Surrey:  Horsley  1  c f  1  $  30.V.1911  (C.  O.  Water- 
house );  Effingham  1  9  2.ix.i9io  (C.  O.  Waterhouse) ;  Woking 
2  9  $  29. ix.  1910  (C.  O.  Waterhouse) ;  Richmond  4  9  $ 

14. ix. 1907,  1  9  25. ix. 1907,  4  $  $  27. ix. 1907,  1  9  16. ix.  1908, 

I  cf  3  9  9  29. ix. 1908,  I  9  5.x. 1908,  299  8. V. 1909,  10  cf  cf 
22  9  9  21. V. 1909,  I  9  3°-V'I9°9)  1  cf  8.VKI909,  I  0* 

21  .viii.1909,  2  ff  13  9  9  20. ix. 1909,  i  d  8  9  9  21. ix.  1909, 
i  9  23. ix. 1909,  15  9  9  24. ix. 1909,  3  9  9  9-X.I909,  1  cf 

6  9  9  30. v. 1910,  2  9  9  10. ix. 1910,  15  ff  7  9  9  19. ix. 1910, 

i  f  2  9  9  3*x.i9io,  7  9  9  10. x. 1910,  i  Q  4.ix.i9i2  (C.  O. 
Waterhouse).  Sussex:  Worthing  if  7.x.  1910  (C.  O.  Water- 
house).  Essex:  Epping  Forest,  Loughton  1  9  21.ix.1908 

(C.  O.  Waterhouse).  Coll.  M.M.  (all  slides) — <Essex  :  Epping 
Forest  1  9  16. ix.  1908,  1  9  30. ix.  1908,  1  9  16.V.1909  (F. 

Enoch).  Surrey:  Richmond  1  cf  1  9  n.v.1908,  1  cf 

10.viii.1908,  1  cf  1  9  26. ix. 1908,  1  9  29.vii.1909,  19  3-ix-i909j 
1  9  20. ix. 1909,  1  cf  21. ix. 1909,  1  cf  27.  ix.  1909,  1  9 

29. ix.  1909  (F.  Enock).  Middlesex:  Highgate  1  9  27.vii.19n 
(F.  Enock).  Carnarvonshire:  Penrhyn  Wood  1  9  bred 

25. vii.191 1  (F.  Enoch).  Coll.  H.  Britten — Cumberland: 

Skirwith  1  9  23. ix. 1933  (sweeping)  ( H.B. ).  Cheshire:  Sinder- 
land  1  9  19.viii.1933,  2  9  9  (1  on  slide)  27.viii.1933  ( H.B. ), 
Rostherne  1  cf  13.viii.1933  (slide),  1  9  22.x. 1933  (-&.§.);  Dun¬ 
ham  1  9  24.viii.1948  ( H.B. );  Cotterill  Clough  1  9  24. ix. 1946 
( H.B. );  Wilmslow  3  9  9  14.viii.1948  ( H.B. ).  Lancashire: 
Ashworth  Valley  1  9  28.viii.1948  ( H.B. ).  Staffordshire: 
Madeley  1  cf  12.viii.1938  ( H .  W.  Daltry ),  1  9  22. vi. 1939 
( H.B. ).  Without  data  1  cf  3  9  9  (slides)  (F.  Enock).  Coll. 
A.  W.  Stelfox  —  Ireland:  Blessington,  Co.  WI.  1  9 

23.viii.1943  ;  R.  Canal  nr.  Morgan’s  Sch.  Co.  DU.  1  cf  2HV.1944 ; 
St.  Anne’s  Co.  DU.  1  cf  26. iv. 1944;  Portane  Co.  DU.  1  f 
8.VL1941  ;  N.  Bull  Co.  DU.  1  cf  19.V.1944  (all  A.  W.  Stelfox). 
Coll.  W.  H.  Storey  (all  slides) — Westmorland  :  Grasmere  1  9 
vii.1919  (O .  Whittaker).  Cheshire:  Dunham  Massey  1  $ 
21.viii.1919,  1  cf  21.viii.1919  (O.  Whittaker).  Carnarvon¬ 
shire:  Llandudno  1  cf  viii.1910  (C.  O.  Waterhouse).  Surrey: 
Richmond  1  9  20. ix.  1909  (F.  Enock).  Kent:  Cranbrook  1  cf 
21. v.  1919,  1  9  30. v. 1919  ( O .  Whittaker).  Without  data  1  cf 
1  9  (F.  Enock).  Coll.  W.  D.  Hincks — Cheshire:  Arnfield  1  cf 
23.vii.1933  (H.B.)  ;  Sinderland  1  9  J9.viii.1933,  1  9  27.viii.1933 
( H.B. );  Broadheath  1  cf  28.viii.1920  ( H.B. ).  Yorkshire:  Ask- 
ham  Bog,  V.C.64  1  cf  27. vii. 1946,  3  9  9  5-x.  1946  ( W.D.H.) ; 
Keighley  V.C.63,  Holmehouse  Wood  1  f  16. ix.  1944,  1  9 

26.  vii. 1947  (J.W.);  Bingley,  Beckfoot,  V.C.63  J3  9  9 
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23.vii.1947,  2  9  9  30.viii.1947  (J.W.);  Silsden  V.C.63  1  9 
27. ix. 1947  (J.W.);  Masham  V.C.65  1  9  8.vii.i948  (W .  A. 
Thwaites).  Berkshire:  Sunninghill,  Silwood  Park,  Imperial 
College  of  Science  Field  Station,  1  1  9  bred  from  eggs  ol 

?  Anthocoris  nemorum  (L.)  in  bracken  stems  (G.  Morcos). 

POLYNEMA  BRITTENI  Sp.il. 

(Plate  1,  fig.  3  ;  text  fig.  2) 

Female.  Head,  except  testaceous  mouthparts,  and  thorax, 
piceous  to  black  ;  prothorax  fuscous  in  some  specimens.  Abdo¬ 
men  piceous,  fuscous  proximad  and  distad,  varying  to  almost 
entirely  black.  Proximal  segments  of  antennae,  legs,  except 
distal  tarsal  segment,  and  petiole,  honey  yellow. 

Antennae  long  and  slender ;  first  segment  (scape)  long,  about 
twice  as  long  as  second,  compressed,  asperate  on  upper  margin, 
about  as  broad  as  the  terminal  segment  (club),  upper  edge  more 
or  less  straight,  lower  margin  markedly  curved,  the  whole 
narrowing  abruptly  to  its  junction  with  the  slender  portion  of 
the  second  segment ;  second  segment  (pedicel)  about  as  long 
as  third  but  much  broader,  narrow  proximad  and  broadening 
considerably  distad ;  third  segment  (first  funicular),  together 
with  the  fourth  and  fifth,  the  most  slender  antennal  segments, 
less  than  half  the  length  of  fourth  (A.R.10  =2.52-3.00,  mean  of 
four  2.76) ;  fifth  segment  about  two  thirds  the  length  of  fourth, 
a  little  broader  distad  than  proximad  ;  segments  six  and  seven 
about  as  long  as  the  third  but  markedly  stouter ;  eighth  segment 
a  little  longer  and  broader  than  seventh,  more  or  less  elliptical ; 
terminal  segment  (club)  about  two  and  a  half  times  as  long  as 
broad,  more  markedly  curved  on  the  upper  than  the  lower  mar¬ 
gin,  a  little  longer  than  the  seventh  and  eighth  segments 
combined.  All  antennal  segments  except  the  club  have  scattered 
asperities  marking  the  bases  of  stout  whitish  bristles  (trichodeal 
sensilli). 

Head  transverse  in  dorsal  view ;  vertex  flat,  its  anterior 
margin  forming  a  marked  angle  with  concave  frontal  area  which 
bears  a  feeble  median  longitudinal  carina  above  antennae ; 
laterad  vertex  is  bounded  by  a  marked  carina  adjacent  to  the 
eye  and  extending  caudad,  after  bending  inwards  at  a  small 
tubercle  near  upper  posterior  angle  of  eye,  behind  ocellar  area 
to  upper  margin  of  occiput  where  it  terminates  ;  in  front  this 
carina  extends  along  inner  margin  of  eye  to  terminate  in  the 
genal  area  ;  ocellar  area  slightly  tumid,  with  scattered  asperi¬ 
ties  bearing  white  bristles ;  scattered  bristles  also  occur  on 

Length  of  4th  segment 
10  A.  R.  =  antennal  ratio,  i.e.  - 


Length  of  3rd  segment 
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occiput,  sides  of  head  below  eyes,  and  face  ;  genal  area  some¬ 
what  tumid,  shorter  than  length  of  eye  in  lateral  view  ;  front 
slightly  tumid,  smooth  and  shining.  Eyes  in  lateral  view  longer 
than  broad,  with  short  hairs. 

Thorax  (fig.  2)  rather  long  and  narrow ;  prothorax  with 
scattered  asperities  bearing  coarse  whitish  bristles  ;  parapsidal 
sutures  distinct  throughout ;  praescutum  smooth  and  polished 
with  indistinct  longitudinal  reticulations  ;  scutum  more  clearly 
reticulate  than  praescutum,  with  a  single  bristle  in  the  middle  of 
lateral  margin ;  scutellum  unsculptured,  a  little  shorter  than 
praescutum,  with  a  curved  line  of  impressed  foveae  before  apex, 
its  cephalic  angles  with  a  single  whitish  bristle ;  propodeum 
smooth  and  shining  with  a  single  median  longitudinal  carina 
from  caudal  margin  to  about  middle. 

Petiole  more  or  less  cylindrical,  extending  beyond  caudal 
coxae.  First  (apparent)  abdominal  segment  about  as  long  as 
caudal  femora,  gradually  increasing  in  width  to  near  its  caudal 
margin  where  it  is  a  little  wider  than  thorax  ;  succeeding  seg¬ 
ments  gradually  narrower  to  apex  of  abdomen ;  surface  of 
abdomen  polished  and  unsculptured ;  ultimate  tergite  with  a 
number  of  whitish  bristles  particularly  in  the  distal  half  which  is 
abruptly  narrowed.  Ovipositor  sharply  pointed,  exserted  for  a 
distance  about  equal  to  the  length  of  the  third  tarsal  segment. 

Legs  normal  for  the  genus,  long  and  slender,  covered  with 
scattered  hair-bearing  asperities  particularly  noticeable  on  tibiae  ; 
caudal  tarsi  a  little  longer  than  tibiae,  metatarsus  about  as  long 
as  the  rest  of  the  segments  combined. 

Wings  (plate  1,  fig.  3)  large  and  broad,  W.R.  varying  from 
about  4  to  4.3,  narrow  proximad,  gradually  and  evenly  expanded 
to  within  one  fourth  of  the  distance  from  the  apex,  distal  por¬ 
tion  evenly  rounded  ;  fringe  of  marginal  cilia  very  long  particu¬ 
larly  on  the  distal  costal  margin  and  on  the  corresponding 
caudal  portion,  in  these  areas  individual  cilia  are  as  long  or 
nearly  as  long  as  the  greatest  width  of  the  wing ;  fringe  of  distal 
and  proximal  margins  shorter.  Whole  lamina  of  wing  covered 
with  long,  coarse  cilia,  many  of  which  are  as  long  as  some  of 
the  shorter  marginal  cilia. 

Length,  excluding  ovipositor  1. 37-1. 54  mm. 

Male.  Resembles  female  in  almost  all  respects  except  for 
the  antennae  and  abdomen.  Wings  exactly  as  in  female.  First 
and  second  antennal  segments  (scape  and  pedicel)  similar  in 
shape  and  proportions  to  those  of  female  but  former  with  very 
few  asperities.  Proportions  of  segments  approximately  as 
follows : 

Antennal  segment  1:2:  3:  4:  5:  6:  7:  8:  9:10:11:12:13 
10:7:13:14:13:12:12:12:12:12:11  :ii  :ij 
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Abdomen  a  little  shorter  than  the  thorax,  subovate,  gradually 
expanded  proximad,  abruptly  contracted  distad.  Length  1.2  mm. 

Material  examined :  Holotype  :  i  $  ,  Carnarvonshire  : 
Llandudno,  16.viii.1910  (C.  O.  Waterhouse)  (B.M.).  Allotype: 

1  cf  without  data  (F.  Enoch)  (slide  no.  11,  M.M.).  Para- 
types:  Carnarvonshire:  Llandudno  (C.  O.  Waterhouse), 
6.viii.i9io  1  16.viii.1910  1  $  (B.M.);  1  9>  slide  no.  1x4, 

same  data  (M.M.).  Carnarvonshire:  Penrhyn  1  9,  bred  from 
grass  roots  6.iii.  191 1 ,  emerged  16.vii.1911  (F.  Enoch)  (slide  no. 
1 13,  M.M.).  Surrey:  Woking,  viii.1885,  1  9  (F.  Enoch)  (slide 
no.  1 12,  M.M.).  Cumberland:  Skirwith  23. ix.  1933  1  9  (H. 
Britten);  Newton  Reigny  Moss  5.ix.i945,  1  9  (H.  Britten). 
Cheshire:  Rostherne  i.x.1933,  1  9  (H-  Britten);  Cotterill 

Clough  24. ix. 1946,  1  9  (#•  Britten)  (Coll.  H.B.).  Cheshire: 
Broadheath  14.viii.1920,  1  9  (#•  Britten).  Hertfordshire: 
Welwyn  Garden  City,  in  pine  needles,  18. ix.  1943,  1  9  (W .  O 
Steel)  (Coll.  W.D.H.).  Other  Material:  South  Devon: 
Kingsbridge  1  9  (&•  G.  Blair)  (Coll.  Blair).  1  o*  (broken) 
*  Camb  ’  (  =  Cambridge  ?),  2  9  9  without  data  (O.M.). 

Cheshire:  Dunham  Massey  11.ix.1919  1  9  (O.  Whittaker) 

(Coll.  W.  H..  S.).  Ireland:  R.  Canal,  Co.  KD.,  1  9  n.x.1943 
(A.  W.  Stelfox)  (Coll.  Stelfox). 

This  fine  species,  dedicated  to  Mr.  Harry  Britten  to  whom 
I  am  indebted  for  invaluable  help  on  many  occasions,  is  the 
largest  British  member  of  the  genus.  It  may  be  recognised  at  a 
glance  from  all  the  other  species  with  the  exception  of  P.  fumi- 
penne  by  its  large  size  and  the  very  long  wing  fringes  and  discal 
cilia.  From  P.  fumipenne  it  is  distinguished  by  the  characters 
already  mentioned  in  the  key  (p.  180). 

Polynema  fumipenne  Haliday  in  Walker,  1846 
(Plate  1,  fig.  5) 

1846  Polynema  fumipennis  Haliday  in  Walker,  Ann.  Mag. 
Nat.  Hist..,  18:52,  53. 

1934  Polynema  fumipennis  Haliday,  Bakkendorf,  Ent.  Medd., 
K0benhavn,  19  (1933) :  79,  f.  94  9- 

This  species  is  closely  allied  to  P.  hritteni  sp.n.  on  the  one 
hand  and  to  P.  gracile  (Nees),  on  the  other.  It  has  usually  been 
correctly  recognised  by  previous  writers.  Bakkendorf  has  bred 
it  from  an  egg  of  Aphrodes  (Acocephalus)  sp.  ( Jassidae )  in  Juncus 
effusus  L.  in  Denmark.  It  is  rather  common  and  occurs  from 
June  to  October  in  damp  places. 

I  have  examined  a  female  in  the  Haliday  collection  in  the 
Dublin  Museum.  This  is  numbered  ‘  44  ’  and  labelled  ‘  British 
Haliday  20.ii.82.’  (no  doubt  the  date  of  accession).  The  speci¬ 
men  agrees  well  with  the  original  description  and  with  the  inter- 
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pretation  here  adopted.  This  specimen  is  hereby  selected  as  the 
Lectotype  and  has  been  labelled  accordingly. 

Material  examined:  Without  data,  i  9  No.  44,  as  above, 
Haliday  Coll.  ( D.M. )  (Lectotype).  Yorkshire:  Askham  Bog, 
V.C.64,  2  9$  5.x.  1946  ( W.D.H. );  Spurn,  V.C.61,  1  9 

18. vi. 1947  (W.D.H.)  (Coll.  W.D.H.).  Cheshire:  Ashley  Ponds, 
7  C ?  20.vii.1946  ( H.B .)  (Coll.  H.B.).  Surrey:  Richmond  3 
9  9  (slides)  24. ix.  1909,  8.ix.  1914,  22. ix. 1914  (C.  0.  Water- 
house)  (B.M.).  Essex:  Epping  Forest  2  9  9  (slides)  22. ix.  1908 
(F.  Enoch)]  without  data,  4  9  9  (slides)  (F.  Enoch)  (M.M.) 
Without  data,  3  9  9  (slides)  ( F .  Enock)  (Coll.  W.  H.  Storey). 

POLYNEMA  RETJCU LATUM  Sp.n.  (Fig.  i) 

This  very  distinct  species  is  described  below  from  a  series  of 
specimens  in  the  Waterhouse  Collection  of  the  British  Museum 
(Nat.  Hist.)  consisting  of  3  9  9  on  slides,  1  <3*  on  a  slide,  and 
3  d*cf  dry-mounted. 

Female  (slide).  Head  transverse,  wider  than  thorax,  con¬ 
tracted  behind  eyes  which  occupy  about  two-thirds  of  sides,  in 
dorsal  view  ;  latter  convex.  Antennae  with  basal  segment  very 
long,  a  little  longer  than  head  ;  relative  lengths  of  segments  as 
follows:  11,  6,  4,  7,  4,  4,  4,  6,  16;  segments  three  to  five  slender, 
sixth  slightly  broader,  seventh  and  eighth  appreciably  broader, 
ninth  nearly  three  times  as  long  as  broad.  Thorax  long,  a  little 
narrower  than  head  ;  pronotum  longer  than  head  in  dorsal  view. 
Petiole  extending  beyond  caudal  coxae.  Abdomen  obovate, 
broader  than  thorax,  broad  at  base,  gradually  and  evenly  con¬ 
tracted  from  level  of  caudal  margin  of  second  (apparent) 
segment.  Ovipositor  not  exserted,  just  reaching  tip  of  abdomen. 
Wings  about  four  and  a  half  times  longer  than  broad  (40/9, 
37/8);  narrow  proximad,  gradually  broadening  to  the  widest 
point  a  short  distance  from  the  distal  margin  ;  membrane  of 
wing  with  long,  coarse  cilia ;  fringes  consisting  of  long  cilia  on 
all  margins,  many  individual  cilia  being  as  long  as  greatest 
width  of  wing.  Legs  typical  for  the  genus.  Length  0.09-1.03 
mm. 

Male  (dry  mount).  Colour  fuscous,  head  and  distal  segments 
of  abdomen  piceous  ;  prothorax,  two  basal  segments  of  antennae, 
legs,  except  distal  segment,  and  petiole,  testaceous.  Head  with 
vertex  convex  bounded  laterad  by  a  marked  ridge  near  inner 
margin  of  eye  which  joins  in  front  the  straight  prominent  fronto- 
vertical  ridge  ;  frons  markedly  planate.  Antennae  with  all  seg¬ 
ments  except  the  second  approximately  equal  in  length  ;  latter 
nearly  one  third  shorter  than  the  others  ;  relatively  long,  more 
than  one  and  a  half  times  total  length  of  body  (52/33,  51/32, 
52/32,  52/30).  Pronotum  asperate,  noticeably  demarked  by  its 
testaceous  colour  from  the  rest  of  the  thorax ;  mesonotum 
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Text  Fig.  i. — Polynema  reticulatum  sp.n.,  9-  Line  represents 
approximately  0.5  mm. 


covered  with  very  clearly  marked  coriaceo-reticulations  ;  parap- 
sidal  furrows  deeply  impressed;  propodeum  smooth  except  for 
a  single  median  longitudinal  carina  extending  from  caudal  mar¬ 
gin  to  beyond  middle.  Abdomen  with  first  (apparent)  segment 
long,  gradually  expanding  from  the  narrow  base,  where  it  is 
only  as  wide  as  the  petiole,  to  near  the  distal  margin  where 
abdomen  is  widest ;  remaining  segments  narrower  and  much 
telescoped.  Wings  as  female  but  apparently  narrower,  the 
ratio  of  length  to  width  being  about  5  (34 / 7,  36/7.5,  36/8,  39/8). 
Legs  typical  for  the  genus.  Length  0.84-0.92  mm. 

Types  :  Holotype  female  (slide)  Buckinghamshire  :  Burnham 
Beeches  17.vii.1913.  Allotype;  male,  same  locality  26. viii.  1913. 
Paratypes,  9  (slide)  same  locality,  4UX.1914 ;  $  (slide) 

28.viii.1913 ;  cf  (slide)  31. viii. 1914 ;  cf  24.vii.1913;  cf 
28. viii. 1913  (all  C.  Waterhouse )  (B.M.). 
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A  very  distinct  species  and  not  to  be  confused  with  any  des¬ 
cribed  species  that  I  can  trace. 

POLYNEMA  WATER  HOUSE  I  sp.ll. 

(Plate  i,  fig.  7) 

Female.  Head  black  ;  mandibles  obscurely  testaceous  ;  thorax 
and  abdomen  piceous  to  black  ;  antennae,  except  club  and  two 
or  three  or  more  distal  segments,  legs,  except  distal  tarsal  seg¬ 
ment,  and  petiole,  yellow,  tending  to  pale  fuscous  on  median 
portions  of  tibiae  and  on  upper  margin  of  basal  antennal 
segments. 

Head  transverse  in  dorsal  view,  rather  broad  but  otherwise 
typical  for  the  genus  ;  eyes  longer  than  broad,  with  short  sparse 
bristles;  cheeks  tumid.  Antennae  rather  slender;  segment  one 
more  than  twice  as  long  as  two ;  three  appreciably  shorter  than 
second  ;  fourth  clearly  more  than  twice  as  long  as  third  (y :  18) ; 
fifth  approximately  the  same  length  as  second ;  sixth  short, 
only  slightly  longer  than  third  ;  seventh  and  eighth  subequal  in 
length,  a  little  longer  than  sixth  ;  sixth  to  eighth  progressively 
stouter  than  preceding  segments ;  club  relatively  small  and 
narrow,  little  longer  than  two  preceding  segments  combined. 

Thorax  typical  for  the  genus,  about  the  same  length  as 
abdomen  ;  parapsidal  furrows  complete ;  surface  micro-sculpture 
evident ;  propodeum  with  a  short  median  keel  at  caudal  margin. 

Petiole  passing  the  caudal  coxae.  Abdomen  oblong-ovate, 
of  somewhat  inconsistent  proportions  varying  from  a  little 
narrower  than  the  thorax  to  about  the  same  width  ;  greatest 
width  at  about  caudal  margin  of  first  (apparent)  segment ;  latero- 
caudal  margin  of  fifth  (apparent)  segment  with  several  long 
bristles  ;  ultimate  tergite  with  oval  area  bearing  bristles  caudad 
on  either  side  of  base  of  exserted  portion  of  ovipositor ;  ovi¬ 
positor  exserted  for  a  distance  approximately  equal  to  the  length 
of  the  sixth  antennal  segment. 

Anterior  wings  gradually  and  rather  evenly  expanding  from 
beyond  stigma  to  near  wing-tip,  curvature  slightly  more  marked 
on  cephalic  than  on  caudal  margin  ;  length  four  and  a  half  to  five 
times  greatest  width  (40:9,  39:8);  marginal  fringes  long, 
especially  on  caudal  margin  ;  longest  cilia  of  costal  margin  about 
half  greatest  width  of  wing  and  situated  in  the  portion  of  wing 
which  is  widest,  thence  gradually  and  progressively  decreasing 
in  length  towards  the.  stigma  ;  cilia  of  caudal  margin  at  region  of 
greatest  wing  breadth  fully  two  thirds  as  long  as  width  of  wing, 
also  gradually  decreasing  in  length  towards  the  wing  base. 
Costal  cilia  of  caudal  wing  short,  about  equal  in  length  to  width 
of  wing ;  those  of  caudal  margin  three  or  four  times  as  long  as 
width  of  wing. 
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Legs  slender,  typical  for  the  genus  ;  caudal  tarsi  a  little  longer 
than  their  tibiae.  Length  0.90-1.05  mm. 

Male.  Closely  resembling  female  in  all  respects  except  for 
the  antennae  and  abdomen.  Antennae  longer  than  entire  body ; 
first  segment  about  twice  as  long  as  second ;  third  about  twice 
as  long  as  second,  a  little  shorter  than  fourth ;  fourth  to  twelfth 
segments  approximately  equal  in  length ;  terminal  segment 
slightly  shorter,  about  as  long  as  third.  Wings  similar  to  those 
of  female,  about  four  and  a  half  times  as  long  as  wide  (40:9, 
43  : 10).  Abdomen  considerably  shorter  than  thorax.  Length 
0.90-0.96  mm. 


Material  examined:  Holotype  9,  Yorkshire:  V.C.64, 
Selby,  Brayton,  23.viii.1944  (W .D .H.).  Paratypes,  i  9>  York¬ 
shire:  V.C.65,  Masham  12.x. 1947  (W.D.H.);  1  9>  V.C.65, 
Jervaulx  13.x. 1947  ( W.D.H .)  (all  in  coll.  Hincks).  Allotype 
cf,  Essex:  Epping  Forest,  Loughton  18. ix.  1908  ( C.O.W .) 
Paratype  o*,  same  data,  also  10  Paratype  9  9>  same  data  (all 
in  coll.  B.M.).  In  addition  6  cfcf,  31  9  9>  same  data;  1  cf,  4 
9  9)  same  data  but  21. ix. 1908  and  3  9  $>  25.viii.1910  (all  in 
coll.  B.M.).  Buckinghamshire:  Burnham  Beeches,  2  9? 

10. ix. 1907;  1  9)  19. ix. 1907;  1  (f,  i.vi.1908;  1  9,  12. vi. 1908; 
1  9)  24. vi. 1908;  1  9 ,  21. v. 1910;  1  9  (slide),  28.viii.1913 
(C.O.W.)  (all  in  coll.  B.M.).  Surrey:  Effingham,  39$ 
2.ix.  1910  (C.O.W.);  Woking,  6  9  $5  16. ix. 1910  (C.O.W.) ; 
Bookham,  2  9  9>  25. ix. 1908  (C.O.W.);  Richmond,  1  9 

1. x. 1906;  1  9,  14. ix. 1907;  1  9  ,  12.x. 1908  (C.O.W.)  (all  in  coll. 
B.M.). 

In  addition  to  the  above  specimens  I  have  seen  a  series  in 
the  Waterhouse  Collection  at  the  British  Museum  (Natural 
History)  which  may  be  only  a  variety  of  P.  waterhousei.  On 
the  other  hand  these  may  represent  a  closely  allied  species 
though  the  only  differences  I  have  been  able  to  detect  are  as 
follows : 

Similar  to  waterhousei  in  all  respects  except  that  the  legs 
and  antennal  segments  are  more  heavily  and  extensively  in- 
fuscated.  Wings  broader  being  3.7- 3.5  times  longer  than  wide 
(41:11,  42:11,  42  : 12).  Costal  fringe  distinctly  shorter  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  wing  width.  Abdomen  somewhat  broader.  Size 
larger,  1.1-1.2  mm. 

Surrey:  Richmond,  1  c? ,  29. ix.  1908;  1  cf,  21.viii.1909 , 
1  9  ,  21. ix. 1909;  1  9  ,  23. ix. 1909;  1  9,  19. ix. 1910  (C.O.W,) 
(B.M.). 
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Polynema  woodi  sp.n.  (Plate  i,  fig's.  8,  io,  n) 

1934  Polynema  atratns  Haliday,  Bakkendorf  (nec  Haliday) 
Ent.  Medd.  Kpbenhavn,  19(1933):  69,  70,  f.88,  89, 
f.io4e,  90,  f.io5e 

Shining  black ;  legs,  antennae  and  petiole  dark  brown,  some¬ 
what  lighter  towards  base  of  femora,  knees,  proximal  tarsal 
segments,  and  antennal  segments  after  the  first. 

Female.  Antennae  (plate  1,  fig.  10),  first  segment  longer 
than  second  and  third  combined ;  third  nearly  as  long  as  second  ; 
fourth  less  than  twice  as  long  as  third  ;  fifth  shorter  than  fourth ; 
sixth  to  eighth  subequal,  progressively  stouter  than  the  third  to 
fifth  ;  ninth  a  little  shorter  than  sixth  to  eighth  combined,  rela¬ 
tively  slender,  approximately  three  times  longer  than  broad. 
Head  almost  as  broad  as  pronotum  ;  vertex  flat,  transverse ;  eyes 
large,  occupying  most  of  the  sides  of  the  head  in  dorsal  view. 
Thorax  broad,  rather  flat  above;  praescutum  with  faint  longi¬ 
tudinal  sculpture  ;  parapsidal  sutures  arising  cephalad  from  well- 
marked  depression,  distinct  to  scuto-scutellar  groove  which  is 
more  or  less  straight ;  parascutellum  separated  from  scutellum 
by  well  marked  groove  arising  from  a  depression  near  scuto- 
scutellar  groove  ;  sculpture  of  scutellum  rather  more  marked  and 
less  longitudinal  in  character  than  that  of  praescutum  ;  propo- 
deum  smooth,  unsculptured,  with  single  indistinct  median 
carina.  Petiole  as  long  as,  or  slightly  longer  than,  caudal  coxae. 
Abdomen  oblong-ovate.  Ovipositor  exposed  for  about  the  length 
of  the  fourth  tarsal  segment.  Legs  typical  for  the  genus  ;  caudal 
tarsi  together  about  equal  in  length  to  their  tibiae.  Wings  (plate 

I,  fig.  8)  broad,  about  three  times  as  long  as  broad  (11  x  3.25- 

II. 5  x  3.75);  fringe  short,  especially  on  costal  margin;  fringe 
of  caudal  margin  about  as  long  as  that  of  caudal  margin  of 
hind  wings.  Length  1.0-1.15  mm. 

Male.  Similar  to  female  in  all  but  sexual  characters. 
Antennae  (plate  1,  fig.  11)  short  for  the  genus,  about  as  long  as 
cephalic  wing,  little  more  than  twice  as  long  as  head  and  thorax 
combined,  barely  three  times  as  long  as  thorax  and  propodeum. 
First  segment  about  the  same  length  as  third  ;  subsequent  seg¬ 
ments  subequal  in  length  ;  second  more  or  less  circular  in  lateral 
view,  about  half  as  long  as  first  segment.  Wings  as  in  female. 
Length  0.8  mm. 

Material  examined :  Holotype  9  Yorkshire:  Askham  Bog, 
V.C.64,  27. v.  1947  ;  Allotype  0*  same  data  ;  1  cf  1  9  same  data 
(Paratypes)  ;  1  9  17. v. 1946,  1  9  i.vi.1946  (Paratypes) 

( W.D.H .)  (Coll.  Hincks).  Staffordshire:  Madeley  1  9> 

15. v. 1936  (Paratype)  ( H.B .)  (Coll.  H.B.)  Middlesex:  Acton 
t  9i  21. v. 1909  (C.  O.  Waterhouse)  (Paratype)  (Coll.  B.M.). 


J95°] 


193 


Surrey:  Effingham  i  <3*,  2.ix.  1910  ( C .  O.  Waterhouse )  (Para- 
type)  (Coll.  B.M.).  Yorkshire:  Masham  V.C.65,  1  dS 

7.viii.ig48  (W.  A.  Thwaites).  Ireland:  Lucan  Co.  DU.,  1  dS 
2.iv.  1943  (A.  W.  Stelfox)  (Coll.  Stelfox). 

In  addition  to  the  above  recorded  material  I  have  also  ex¬ 
amined  a  series  of  slides  in  the  collection  of  the  Manchester 
Museum  which,  as  far  as  it  is  possible  to  determine  from  slide 
material  alone,  appear  to  belong  to  the  present  species.  These 
are  listed  below,  however,  as  there  exists  the  possibility  that  some 
of  them  may  represent  another  species  closely  allied  to  P.  woodi. 

Through  the  kindness  of  Mr.  Bakkendorf  I  have  been  able  to 
examine  a  female  specimen  of  the  species  to  which  he  refers 
under  the  name  of  P.  atratum  Haliday,  and  I  am  satisfied  that 
this  is  P.  woodi.  Specimens  sent  by  Mr.  Bakkendorf  represent¬ 
ing  his  P.  pusillum  Haliday,  also  belong  to  a  form  closely  allied 
to,  if  distinct  from,  the  present  species.  Further  material  is 
needed  before  the  matter  can  be  satisfactorily  settled. 

Bakkendorf  (1934:69)  records  f  atratum  '  as  reared  from  the 
eggs  of  Idiocerus  populi  (L.)  (Bythoscopidae)  on  Popidus  tremula 
L.  in  Denmark. 

Slide  material  examined:  Coll.  M.M. — Buckinghamshire: 
Burnham  Beeches  1  9  >  23. vii. 1908  ( F .  Enoch).  Surrey:  Rich¬ 
mond  Park  i  d*1  20. ix. 1909  (F .  Enoch);  Woking  id*  1  9 

1885  ( F .  Enoch).  Without  data  3  d*'d*  4  9  $  (P.  Enoch). 
Without  data  1  9  (C-  0.  Waterhouse)  (Coll.  W.H.S.). 

PoLYNEMA  BAKKENDORFI  Sp.nOV.  (Text  fig.  3) 

A  small,  short  and  rather  broad  species  with  short  thorax, 
rather  short  and  stout  antennae  and  spatulate  abdomen.  Petiole 
not  longer  than  caudal  coxae.  Ovipositor  shortly  but  evidently 
exserted.  Wings  moderately  broad,  W.R.  3. 5-3, .9 ;  fringe 
moderately  long,  longest  cilia  about  half  as  long  as  greatest 
width  of  wing. 

Male  and  female.  Black  ;  legs  and  petiole  yellowish  ;  former 
with  median  portion  of  femora  and  tibiae  extensively  infuscated. 
Antennae  with  first  two  or  three  segments  yellow  below,  distal 
segments  fuscous.  Sometimes  abdomen  proximad  and  distad 
obscurely  yellowish. 

Female.  Head  in  dorsal  view  transverse;  eyes  apparently 
bare.  Antennae  with  first  segment  approximately  twice  as  long 
as  second  ;  third  distinctly  shorter  than  second,  approximately 
half  as  long  as  fourth ;  fifth  a  little  longer  than  third  but 
appreciably  shorter  than  fourth  ;  sixth  and  seventh  about  same 
length  as  third  but  somewhat  stouter ;  eighth  about  same  length 
as  seventh  but  markedly  stouter ;  ninth  (club)  a  little  longer  than 
seventh  and  eighth  together  and  a  little  more  than  twice  as 
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broad  as  eighth.  Thorax  (fig.  3)  rather  short  and  broad  ;  parap- 
sidal  furrows  complete  and  distinct ;  microsculpture  distinct. 
Petiole  not  extending  beyond  level  of  caudal  coxae.  Abdomen 
rather  short  and  broad,  spatulate  ;  sides  of  basal  segment  very 
gradually  expanded  to  near  apex  which  is  widest  part  of 
abdomen,  thence  more  or  less  parallel-sided  until  just  before 
abruptly  contracted  apex  which  bears  a  number  of  short 
bristles  in  the  region  of  the  exserted  ovipositor.  Latter  shortly 
but  noticeably  exserted.  Legs  rather  short  but  otherwise  typical 
for  the  genus.  Wings  moderately  broad,  rather  narrow  proxi- 
mad  and  evenly  and  gradually  expanding  distad  ;  W.R.  about 
3. 5-3. 9  ;  costal  margin  a  little  more  curved  than  caudal;  fringes 
moderately  long  and  somewhat  sparse ;  costal  fringe  with 
longest  hairs  about  half  greatest  width  of  wing ;  distal  and 
caudal  fringes  longer  than  costal ;  membrane  uniformly  covered 
with  short  cilia.  Caudal  wings  linear  with  few  discal  cilia  ;  costal 


Text  Figs.  2-4. — 2,  Polynema  britteni  sp.n.,  thorax  and  abdomen  of  female; 
3,  P.  bakkendorfi  sp.n.,  thorax  and  abdomen  of  female;  4,  P.  fuscipes  Hah, 
thorax  and  abdomen  of  female.  Line  represents  approximately  0.25  mm. 


195 


!95°] 


fringe  rather  short,  not  more  than  twice  width  of  wing  ;  caudal 
fringe  relatively  short,  cilia  3-4  times  as  long  as  greatest  width 
of  wing.  Length  0.75-0.9  mm. 

Male.  Similar  to  female  in  most  characters.  Antennae 
rather  short  for  the  genus,  about  one  fourth  longer  than  entire 
body ;  individual  segments  rather  stout ;  first  about  one  and  a 
half  times  as  long  as  second  ;  third  and  subsequent  segments 
approximately  of  equal  length.  Length  0.75  mm. 

Material  examined :  Holotype  9>  Yorkshire:  Bingley,  St. 
Ives,  Y.C.63,  24. v. 1947  ( J.W .)  (Coll.  W.D.H.).  Allotype  <3*, 
same  data  (Coll.  W.D.H.).  Paratypes  9  9  9  1  c/  same  data; 
1  9  same  locality,  20. ix.  1947;  1  9  same  locality  n.x.1947 

(J.W.)  (Coll.  W.D.H.).  4  slides,  2  cfc f  2  9  same  locality, 
24. v.  1947,  31. v.  1947  (J.W.)  (Coll.  M.M.).  Other  material, 
Yorkshire:  Selby,  Bishop  Wood,  V.C.64,  3  9  9  1  d% 

22. iv. 1946  (W.D.H .) ;  Bingley,  St.  Ives,  V.C.63,  1  9>  8.ix.ig45 
(W.D.H.)  (Coll.  W.D.H. ). 

Most  of  the  material  of  this  species  was  collected  in  April 
and  May  but  three  specimens,  obtained  in  September  and 
October,  are  sufficient  to  indicate  that  P.  bakkendorfi  is  not  re¬ 
stricted  to  the  spring  months. 

A  male  and  two  females  from  Westmorland  :  Storth, 
2.V.48  (W.D.H.)  also  appear  to  be  the  present  species.  They  are 
somewhat  more  slender  in  appearance  and  the  antennae  of  the 
male  are  proportionately  longer. 

PoLYNEMA  EU  CHARI  FORME  Haliday,  1 833. 

1833  Polynema  euchariformis  Haliday,  Ent.  Mag.,  1  1348,  9  • 

1846  Polynema  euchariformis  Haliday,  Walker,  Ann.  Mag. 

Nat.  Hist.,  18  :  52. 

1847  Polynema  euchariformis  Haliday,  Foerster,  Linnaea 

Ent.,  2  : 223. 

1934  Polynema  euchariformis  Haliday,  Bakkendorf,  Ent. 

Medd.  Kpbenhavn  19  (1933):  71,  f.  89,  90,  104a. 

In  the  Dublin  Museum  there  is  a  Polynema  (no.  46)  bearing 
the  label  ‘Polynema  euchariformis  Hal.’  and  on  the  reverse 
‘labelled  by  C.  Waterhouse.’  This  specimen  is  a  female  of 
Polynema  gracile  (Nees),  and  does  not  in  the  least  agree  with 
Haliday ’s  original  description  which  states  ‘  aculeo  elongato,’ 
amplified  in  1846  to  ‘  terebra  abdominis  lanceolate  fere  dimidio 
longitudine.  ’  In  P.  gracile  the  exserted  portion  of  the  ovipositor 
is  short.  In  answer  to  a  request  that  he  should  look  in  the 
Haliday  collection  for  a  Polynema  with  the  ovipositor  about  half 
as  long  as  the  abdomen,  Mr.  A.  W.  Stelfox  very  kindly  for¬ 
warded  a  headless  female  (no.  41)  with  the  information  that  it 
was  ‘  amongst  a  batch  placed  next  beneath  those  marked 
euchariforme  by  Waterhouse  and  apparently  unnamed  by 
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Waterhouse  and  Enoch  ’  (Stelfox  in  litt.  18.iv.47).  This  speci¬ 
men  agrees  well  with  Haliday ’s  description  and  without  doubt 
represents  his  species.  A  further  letter  from  Mr.  Stelfox 
(7.ix.48)  revealed  the  fact  that  there  exist  no  other  specimens  in 
the  Haliday  collection  having  the  exserted  ovipositor  from  a 
third  to  a  half  the  length  of  the  abdomen.  I  therefore  hereby 
select  this  headless,  but  otherwise  well  preserved  female,  as  the 
Lectotype  of  Polynema  euchariforme  Haliday,  and  have  labelled 
it  accordingly. 

In  the  lectotype  the  thorax  is  somewhat  shorter  and  broader 
(15  x  9)  than  usual,  but  is  otherwise  typical  for  the  genus.  The 
petiole  is  about  as  long  as  the  caudal  coxae.  The  abdomen  is 
slender,  oblong-ovate  and  markedly  keeled  ventrad,  the  ovi¬ 
positor  extending  the  entire  length  and  is  exserted  approximately 
a  third  the  length  of  the  abdomen  (21  ;  6.5).  The  distal  segment 
of  the  latter  has  several  long  bristles  on  either  side  of  the  base 
of  the  ovipositor.  The  cephalic  wings  are  broad,  about  three 
times  longer  than  broad  (48  115);  the  costal  fringe  is  very  short, 
about  half  the  length  of  that  of  the  caudal  margin.  The  legs  are 
normal  for  the  genus.  This  headless  specimen  measures  1.1 
mm.  including  the  exserted  ovipositor. 

The  material  recorded  below  agrees  closely  with  the  lecto¬ 
type  and  is  clearly  conspecific.  The  head  is  transverse.  The 
antennae  have  the  second  and  third  segments  subequal  in  length  ; 
the  fourth  is  less  than  twice  as  long  as  the  third.  The  exserted 
ovipositor  varies  from  a  quarter  to  a  half  the  length  of  the 
abdomen.  The  total  length,  including  ovipositor,  is  1.1-1.2  mm. 
The  male  agrees  in  all  but  the  sexual  characters.  The  antennae 
are  rather  short  for  males  of  this  genus  ;  from  the  third  the 
segments  are  subequal  in  length  ;  the  second  segment  is  about 
half  as  long  as  the  third.  Length  o. 9-1.0  mm.  This  species  is 
closely  related  to  P.  fuscipes  Haliday,  from  which  it  is  easily 
distinguished  by  the  longer  ovipositor  and  broader  wings. 

P.  euchariforme  has  been  consistently  misidentified  by  Enock, 
Waterhouse,  Girault  and  other  workers.  Bakkendorf  (1934)  has 
figured  as  this  species  a  Polynema  which  he  bred  in  numbers 
from  eggs  of  the  Cicadellid  Idiocerus  sp.  (possibly  confusus  Flor) 
in  twigs  of  Salix  cinerea  L.,  and  gives  an  interesting  account 
of  its  biology.  His  figure  (p.  71,  f.  89)  does  not  quite  agree  with 
the  present  specimens  in  that  the  thorax  is  noticeably  shorter. 
The  wings  and  antennae  appear  to  agree  well.  The  only  des¬ 
cription,  which  he  gives  in  the  key  on  page  90,  is  as  follows : 

‘  Ovipositor  projecting  as  far  as  half  the  length  of  the  abdomen, 
internally  rolled  up  in  a  ring ;  head  and  thorax  short,  com¬ 
pressed  [depressed?];  abdomen  high  and  narrow;  partheno- 
genetic  female  ;  length  1.4  mm.’  The  two  males  recorded  below 
certainly  appear  to  be  correctly  associated  with  the  present 
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species  which  is  not  therefore  entirely  parthenogenetic ;  also 
the  length  given  by  Bakkendorf  for  the  female  (1.4  mm.)  is 
rather  appreciably  larger  than  that  of  any  of  the  specimens 
recorded  below. 

Material  examined  :  1  $  ,  without  data,  no.  41,  Haliday  Coll. 
Lectotype.  (D.M.).  Staffordshire:  Madeley,  1  cf,  19. ix.  1936, 
1  cf  2  9  9,  21. ix. 1936  ( H.B .)  (Coll.  W.D.H.).  Cheshire: 
Higher  Poynton,  3  9  9,  10,  20.vii.1948  (H.B.)  (Coll.  H.  B.). 
Yorkshire:  Shipley  Glen,  Rough  Side,  V.C.64,  1  9  1  9-viii.i947 
(J.W.);  Masham,  V.C.65,  4  9  $1  viii.1948  ( W .  A.  Thwaites) 
(Coll.  W.D.H.). 

Polynema  fuscipes  Haliday,  1833 
(Plate  1,  fig.  4;  text-fig.  4) 

1833  Polynema  fuscipes  Haliday,  Ent.  Mag.,  1  : 348  (<3*  9  )• 

1841  Eutriche  elegans  Foerster,  Beitr.  Monogr.  Pteromal . : 
45  (9).  syn.  nov. 

1846  Polynema  elegans  (Foerster)  Walker,  Ann.  Mag.  Nat. 

Hist.,  18:53. 

1847  Polynema  elegans  (Foerster)  Foerster,  Linnaea  Ent., 

2 : 222. 

1847  Polynema  pulla  Foerster,  loc  cit.,  2:223  (d*  Germany : 

Aachen)  syn.  nov. 

A  female  specimen,  1  mm.  long,  card-mounted,  in  good  con¬ 
dition,  in  the  Haliday  collection  at  the  Dublin  Museum,  bears 
the  number  ‘  39  ’,  a  written  label  ‘  Polynema  fuscipes  Hal.’  and 
on  the  reverse  ‘  labelled  by  C.  Waterhouse.’  This  specimen 
agrees  well  with  Haliday ’s  description  and  is  hereby  selected  as 
the  Lectotype. 

Haliday ’s  species  has  been  frequently  misidentified  by  previ¬ 
ous  workers.  Foerster  (1847)  apparently  had  a  closely  allied 
species  or  possibly  a  variant  differing  in  having  the  ovipositor 
little  exserted  and  in  its  larger  size.  Bakkendorf  (1934:62,  f. 
79)  figured  a  female  1.5  mm.  in  length  with  the  fourth  antennal 
segment  one  and  a  half  times  as  long  as  the  third.  According  to 
his  figure  it  also  has  a  shorter  ovipositor  and  the  petiole  longer 
than  the  caudal  coxae.  In  1841  and  again  in  1847  Foerster  des¬ 
cribed  P.  elegans  which  appears  to  agree  well  with  the  lectotype 
referred  to  above.  In  his  MSS.  list  of  Irish  Insects  preserved  in 
the  Dublin  Museum,  Haliday  gives  P.  euchariforme  =  elegans. 
This  may  perhaps  be  accounted  for  by  Foerster ’s  statement 
(1847:222)  that  the  ovipositor  of  elegans  is  about  twice  the 
length  of  that  of  P.  fuscipes.  The  ovipositor  length  of  P. 
euchariforme  is  about  twice  that  of  the  true  P.  fuscipes  but,  as 
already  shown,  Foerster ’s  interpretation  of  the  latter  was  not  in 
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agreement  with  Haliday ’s  description,  for  example  Foerster 
states  ‘  der  Bohrer  ragt  kaum  etwas  vor.  ’  On  the  evidence  of 
Foerster’s  description  1  am  of  the  opinion  that  P.  elegans  must 
sink  as  a  synonym  of  P.  fuscipes. 

Through  the  kindness  of  Dr.  Ferriere  I  have  been  able, 
recently,  to  examine  a  headless  female  of  ‘  Cosmocoma  elegans  ’ 
from  the  Foerster  collection  in  the  Geneva  Museum.  This  does 
not  agree  with  Foerster’s  description  and  is  probably  P.  gracile 
(Nees).  From  the  same  collection  I  have  been  able  to  examine 
the  two  males  from  Aachen  described  by  Foerster  as  P.  pullum. 
Both  specimens  are  pinned  on  the  same  piece  of  pith  and  are 
labelled  ‘  Foerster  Type.’  These,  together  with  a  third  specimen 
from  the  Foerster  collection,  appear  to  be  males  of  P.  fuscipes 
Haliday,  and  I  am  therefore  placing  Foerster’s  name  as  a 
synonym. 

P.  fuscipes  is  a  slender  species.  Abdomen  slender,  elongate; 
ovipositor  distinctly  exserted  (for  a  distance  approximately  equal 
to  the  length  of  the  fifth  antennal  segment  in  the  lectotype).  The 
whole  insect  is  piceous  rather  than  black  and  the  legs  and 
antennae  are  dusky.  The  thoracic  and  metanotal  reticulation  is 
unusually  distinct.  The  ovipositor  extends  the  whole  length  of 
the  abdomen.  Wings  very  narrow,  about  four  and  a  half  to  five 
times  longer  than  their  greatest  width  (Plate  i,  fig.  4)  ;  marginal 
fringes  long  all  round  wing,  that  of  the  caudal  margin  as  long  as 
or  a  little  longer  than  greatest  width  of  wing.  In  large  speci¬ 
mens,  presumably  of  the  same  species,  the  wings  are  somewhat 
broader  and  the  fringes  proportionally  shorter.  In  the  lectotype 
the  fourth  antennal  segment  is  almost  exactly  twice  as  long  as 
the  third  which  is  somewhat  shorter  than  the  second.  Antennal 
club  is  narrow  and  rather  parallel-sided,  approximately  as 
long  as  seventh  and  eighth  segments  combined.  Petiole  shorter 
than  the  caudal  coxae.  Length  of  male  0.85-0.9,  of  female 
0.9-1. 2  mm. 

In  the  Arnfield  specimens  listed  below,  which  are  otherwise 
typical  of  fuscipes  and  agree  perfectly  with  the  lectotype,  the 
third  antennal  segment  is  somewhat  longer  and  thus  is  only  a 
little  shorter  than  the  second  and  rather  more  than  half  as  long 
as  the  fourth. 

Material  examined:  Coll.  D.M.  (Haliday  collection),  with¬ 
out  data  1  9  j  no.  39  (Lectotype).  Coll.  Geneva  Mus. — Aachen, 
Germany  2  cfcf  (Foerster  Collection)  (Type  of  P.  pullum 
Foerster);  1  0%  without  data  (Foerster  collection  sub  nom. 
Cosmocoma  pulla.).  Coll.  B.M.  (Waterhouse  collection)  —  Sur¬ 
rey:  Richmond  12  9! $  1y.vii.1909,  3  9$  21.viii.1909,  1 

9  9. x. 1909,  3  cf  C f  2  9  9  19.vii.1910  (C.  O.  Waterhouse). 
Buckinghamshire:  Burnham  Beeches  1  9  13.vii.1910,  1  9 
(exceptionally  large,  1.35  mm.,  but  otherwise  typical)  and  y  o*'cf 
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5  9  9  (normal)  3.vii.i9ii,  5  .cTcf  10  9  9  s.vii.igii,  5 

9  9  17.vii.191 1  (C.  (9.  Waterhouse).  Middlesex:  Acton  1  9 
31.viii.1906,  29?  18.viii.1907  (C.  O.  Waterhouse) ;  Highgate 
1  9  31.viii.1910  (C.  O.  Waterhouse).  Kent:  Pegwell  1  9 
1 5 .viii  (no  further  data);  Minster,  Thanet  1  9  9-viii.i907,  1  9 
17.viii.1907  (C.  O.  Waterhouse).  Isle  of  Wight:  Freshwater 
1  9  1 1  .viii.  1909,  Totland  Bay  1  9  6.viii.i909  (C.  O.  Water- 
house).  Coll.  M.M.  (Enock  collection,  slides) — Surrey:  Rich¬ 
mond  1  cf  1  9  14.vii.1909,  1  9  9- viii. 1909,  1  cf  13. viii. 1909 
(F.  Enock),  1  9  21. viii. 1909  (C.  O .  Waterhouse).  Essex: 
Loughton  2  cTcf  16. v.  1908  (F.  Enock).  Coll.  H.B. — Cheshire: 
Arnfield  1  9  23.vii.1933,  sweeping  (slide),  1  cf  1  9  7 -viii.  1:933 
( H.B. );  Rostherne  1  9  22.x. 1933  (H.B.);  Tatton  1  9  1. viii. 1947 
(H.B. ).  Surrey:  Richmond  1  9  20. ix.  1909  ( F .  Enock)  (slide). 
Coll.  W.H.S.  (slide) — Surrey:  Richmond  1  cf  22.vii.1909  ( F . 
Enock).  Coll.  W.D.H. — Cheshire:  Arnfield  2  9  9  23 - vii . 1 933 
( H.B. ).  Yorkshire:  Masham  V.C.65  1  9  7. viii. 1948  (W.  A. 
Thwaites). 


Polynema  atratum  Haliday,  1833 

1833  Polynema  atratus  Haliday,  Ent.  Mag.,  1  1348  (9). 

1846  Polynema  atratus  Haliday  in  Walker,  Ann.  Mag.  Nat. 

Hist.,  18:52  (9). 

1847  Polynema  atrata  Haliday,  Foerster,  Linnaea  Ent.,  2: 

220  ( copia ). 

1934  Polynema  ovulorum  Haliday,  Bakkendorf,  Ent.  Medd., 
Kpbenhavn,  19(1933)  :8i,  fig.  95,  9*  ( nec  Linnaeus 
1758,  nec  Haliday  1833). 

Before  the  identity  of  Haliday ’s  species  can  be  regarded  as 
fully  established  it  will  be  necessary  to  make  a  further  attempt 
to  identify  his  type  in  the  Dublin  Museum.  As  already  noted 
under  Stephanodes  similis  (Foerster)  Waterhouse  stated  (in  litt.) 
that  he  was  unable  to  find  a  specimen  in  the  collection  which 
agreed  fully  with  the  original  description.  The  female  labelled 
by  him  ‘  ?  ?  Polynema  atratus  Hal.’  has  proved  on  examination 
to  be  S.  similis  which  does  not  agree  well  with  Haliday  \s 
description. 

Bakkendorf  (1934)  also  had  a  quite  distinct  species  under 
Haliday ’s  name.  A  specimen  which  he  kindly  sent  me,  unfor¬ 
tunately,  was  preserved  in  a  fluid  which  had  caused  it  to  disinte¬ 
grate.  It  appears  to  be  Polynema  woodi  n.sp.  Formerly, 
following  Bakkendorf,  I  had  identified  the  present  species  with 
‘  ovulorum  Hal.’  and  therefore  used  the  trivial  name  gracile  for 
it.  Since  gracile  must  now  be  applied  to  ovulorum  Hal.  = 
longulum  Foerster,  this  common  species  is  without  a  name.  It 
is  the  commonest  species  of  the  genus  in  Britain  and  it  would 
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be  surprising-  indeed  if  it  were  unknown  to  Haliday.  Conse¬ 
quently  1  have  adopted  the  name  P.  atratum  for  it.  P.  atratum 
is  the  only  species  of  Polynema  I  have  been  unable  to  fix  by  the 
selection  of  a  lectotype  but  the  short  description  published  in 
1833  fits  well  with  the  common  dark-legged  form  of  this  species 
and  may,  I  think,  justify  the  selection. 

The  only  definite  host  records  of  the  present  species  indicate 
that  it  is  a  parasite  of  the  eggs  of  Jassids  (Bakkendorf,  1934). 

1  have  found  it  in  large  numbers  flying  round  and  settling  on 
clumps  of  Juncus  sp.  in  a  damp  pasture  on  the  banks  of  the 
River  Ure  at  Masham,  N.  Yorks,  in  October  1947  and  again  in 
September,  1948.  Without  doubt  the  insects  were  ovipositing 
in  the  numerous  Jassid  eggs  present  in  the  reeds. 

P.  atratum  is  the  most  abundant  species  of  the  genus  from 
June  to  October  on  Juncus  and  Carex,  etc.  It  may  be  easily 
distinguished  from  other  species  of  the  genus  by  the  following 
characters  :  Wings  narrow,  about  five  times  longer  than  broad  ; 
costal  fringe  short.  Head  less  transverse  than  in  most  species, 
sub-cubical.  Petiole  extending  beyond  posterior  coxae.  Ovi¬ 
positor  not  exserted.  Abdomen  subovate,  a  little  broader  than 
thorax.  Length  $,  0.9-1.1  mm. 

Material  examined:  Coll.  H.  Britten  —  Lancashire:  Man¬ 
chester,  Burnage  Lane,  5  9  $  4.x.  1919  ( Juncus )  (2  9  9  on 
slides),  1  cf  1  9  30.x.  1921  (9  on  slide)  ( H.B. ).  Cheshire: 
Rostherne  2  9  9  (1  on  slide)  8UX.1929  (Carex),  2  9  9  (1  on 
slide)  13. x. 1929  (Carex),  1  cf  20.vii.1933,.  2  9  9  30.vii.1933, 

2  cfcf  2  99  (1  cf  1  9  on  slides)  13.viii.1933  (sweeping),  1 
9  (slide)  20.x. 1933  ( H.B. );  Arnfield  1  cf  29.vii.1933,  2  9  9 
(slides)  y.viii.1933  (H.B.);  Sinderland  2  cfcf  (1  on  slide) 
27.viii.1933  (sweeping)  (H.B.)-,  Tintwistle  74  9  9  (IO  9  9  on 
slides)  1. x.  1946  (sweeping)  (H.B.)  ;  Dunham  Park  8  9  9  (2  on 
slides)  27. ix. 1947  (H.B:);  Pulford  1  9  (slide)  20.x. 1931  (sweep¬ 
ing),  1  cf  9-vii.i933,  3  9  9  (slides)  20.x. 1934  (H.B.) ;  Cotterill 
Clough  1  9  (slide)  24. ix. 1946  (. H.B. );  Govt  Valley  4  9  9 
16. x. 1940  (. H.B. );  Mobberley,  Woodend  Farm  1  9  26.vii.1947 
(H.B.).  Staffordshire:  Madeley  2  9  9  f1  on  slide)  2.ix.i936, 
1  9  19.ix.j936,  2  9  9  I1  on  slide)  21  .ix.  1936  (sweeping),  2  cfcf 
6  9  9  16. xi. 1936,  2  9  9  27-x-x945  ( H.B. ).  Cumberland; 
Skirwith  2  9  9  23.ix.1933  ( H.B. ).  Kirkcudbright:  Gatehouse 

3  cfcf  2  9  9  (slides)  bred  ex  Lapwing’s  nest  12,  13. vi.  1934  (E. 
Cohen) ;  Kirkcudbright  2  cf  cf  (slides)  bred  ex  Moorhen’s  nest 
29.  vi. 1934  (E.  Cohen).  Coll.  W.  H.  Storey  (slides) — Lancashire. 
Sawrey  1  9  vii.1919  (O .  Whittaker).  Cheshire:  Dunham 
Massey  1  cf  viii.1919  (O.  Whittaker).  Westmorland:  Gras¬ 
mere  2  cf  cf  2.vii.  1919  (O.  Whittaker).  Surrey:  Richmond  1  9 
27. ix.  1909,  1  9  19. xi. 1909  ( F .  Enock).  Coll.  M.M.  (slides)  — 
Without  data  1  cf  3  9  9  (-F.  Enock).  Coll.  W.  D.  Hincks — 
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Yorkshire:  Askham  Bog-  V.C.64  1  d*  i.vi.1946,  3  9  9 
7.ix.i946  ( W.D.H. );  Keighley  V.C.63,  Holmehouse  Wood  3 
9  9  1 3 -ix.  1:947,  1  9  18. x.  1947  ( J.W. );  Sunnydale,  Morton  5 
9  9  27. ix.  1947,  99?  8.x.  1947  ( J.W. );  Bingley,  Beckfoot 
V.C.63  6  9  9  23.viii.1947,  3  9  9  30.viii.1947  ( J.W. );  Hebden 
Bridge,  Golden  Valley  V.C.63  1  9  6.ix.i947  ( J.W. );  Masham 
V.C.65  in  profusion  17,  19.x.  1947  (sweeping  J uncus  sp.),  ix.1948 
(W .D .H .),  2  9  9  27. vi.  1948,  common  in  August,  1948  (W .  A. 
Thwaites) ;  Jervaulx  V.C.65  5  d*cf  23.x. 1947  (W .D .H .). 

Polynema  microptera  Bakkendorf,  1934 

1934  Polynema  microptera  Bakkendorf,  Ent.  Medd.,  Ivpben- 

havn,  19(1933)187,  f.  103  (9,  Denmark,  Dvrehaven). 

This  species  is  very  closely  allied  to  P.  atratum  and  may 
prove  to  be  no  more  than  a  short  winged  form  of  that  species. 
However  it  appears  to  differ  in  the  following  characters :  Size 
smaller,  o. 7-1.0  mm.  Wings  somewhat  reduced,  approximately 
0.75  x  0.13  mm.  (in  atratum  about  1.0  x  0.2);  costal  fringe 
very  short.  Antennal  club  larger,  nearly  three  times  as  long 
as  eighth  segment;  actual  length  approx.  0.17  mm.  (in  atratum 
about  0.14  mm.);  fourth  segment  shorter  in  relation  to  third. 

It  is  possible  that  P.  ruficolle  Kieffer,  1913  (see  p.  204)  may 
prove  to  be  the  same  species. 

Material  examined :  Cheshire  :  Dunham  Massey  1  9 

3HX.1919  (O.  Whittaker)  (Coll.  W.H.S.);  Dunham,  on  ca,nal 
bank  1  9 , 24.viii.1948  (H.B.)  (Coll.  H.B.).  Surrey:  Richmond 
Park  1  9  23.vi.1911,  bred  (F.  Enoch )  (Coll.  H.B.). 

Polynema  pusillum  Haliday,  1833  (Plate  1,  fig.  9) 

1833  Polynema  pusillus  Haliday,  Ent.  Mag.,  1  :348  (9)- 

1846  Polynema  pusillus  Haliday,  Walker,  Ann.  Mag.  Nat . 

Hist.,  18:52  (9). 

1847  Polynema  pusilla  Haliday,  Foerster,  Linnaea  Ent.,  2: 

218  (9). 

1946  Polynema  pusilla  Haliday,  Soyka,  Zhl.  GesamtGeh. 
Ent.,  Lienz,  1:34  (9)- 

Bakkendorf  (1934)  placed  both  pusillum  and  atratum  in  his 
‘  dark-legged  ’  group  of  the  genus.  Foerster  (1847)  however 
included  both  species  in  the  ‘  light-legged  ’  section.  In  the 
original  descriptions  Haliday  (1833)  says  of  pusillum  ‘  antennis 
basi  pedibus  et  petiole  flavis  ’  and  for  atratum  ‘  antennarum 
pedicello  petiolo  et  pedibus  ferrugineis.  ’  Foerster  evidently  did 
not  know  atratum  except  from  Haliday ’s  description  which  he 
copied,  but  his  interpretation  of  pusillum  appears  to  be  correct 
and  based  on  five  female  specimens.  He  drew  attention  to  the 
antennal  character  in  the  female  mentioned  by  Haliday,  separ¬ 
ating  the  species  from  atratum f  but  did  not  mention  the  narrow 
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wings.  Bakkendorf  evidently  had  both  sexes  of  a  different 
species  before  him,  differing  in  having  dark  legs,  broad  wings 
and  a  longer  third  antennal  segment  according  to  his  figure  (p. 
63,  f.  80).  I  have  since  been  able  to  confirm  this  from  a  pair 
preserved  in  fluid  kindly  sent  by  Mr.  Bakkendorf.  These  appear 
to  be  closely  allied  to  P.  woodi. 


Text  Fig.  5. — Malformed  female  antenna  of  Polynema  pusillum  Hal., 
Surrey:  Richmond  20.9.1909  (C.  O.  Waterhouse)  (B.M.). 

In  the  Dublin  Museum  there  is  a  female  labelled  ‘  3  ’  and 
‘  Polynema  pusillus  Hal.  labelled  by  Waterhouse  ’  which  agrees 
with  Haliday’s  description.  I  hereby  select  this  specimen  as 
Lectotype  and  have  labelled  it  accordingly.  This  specimen 
agrees  exactly  with  the  interpretation  of  Haliday’s  species 
adopted  here. 

P.  pasillum  and  P.  atratum  Haliday  may  be  distinguished 
as  follows : 

1.  Anterior  wings  with  long  fringes  on  all  margins  ;  some  indi¬ 

vidual  cilia  as  long  or  nearly  as  long  as  greatest  width  of 
wing.  Wing  approximately  four  and  a  half  times  as  long 
as  broad.  Third  segment  of  antennae  in  female  usually 
scarcely  more  than  half  as  long  as  second.  Antennae  of 
male  nearly  four  times  as  long  as  thorax.  Club  of  female 
antennae  usually  narrower,  symmetrical,  elliptical.  Female 
ovipositor  exserted  for  a  short  distance.  Size  smaller, 
cT  9  0.65-0.8  mm . . .  pusillum  Haliday. 

2.  Anterior  wings  with  shorter  fringe,  that  of  costa  decidedly 

less  than  width  of  wing.  Wing  approximately  five  times 
as  long  as  broad.  Third  segment  of  antennae  in  female 
more  than  half  as  long  as  second  ;  club  broader,  asym¬ 
metrical,  curvature  greater  on  one  side  than  the  other. 
Antennae  of  male  little  more  than  three  times  as  long  as 
thorax.  Ovipositor  of  female  barely  exserted.  Size  larger, 
0*  9  0.9-1-1  mm .  atratum  Haliday. 
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Material  examined :  Haliday  collection,  without  data,  i  9 
Lectotype  (Coll.  D.M.).  Surrey:  Richmond,  2  9  $  24. ix. 1909; 
2  cf-dS  7UX.1910;  I  cf  2  9?>  19. ix. 1910;  2  cTcf  299, 
10. x. 1910  (C.  O.  Waterhouse )  (Coll.  B.M.).  Kent:  Broad- 
stairs  2  cf  cf,  28.vii.191 1  (C.  O.  Waterhouse)  (Coll.  B.M.). 
Hampshire:  Brockenhurst  1  a*,  S.vii.igog  (C.  O.  Waterhouse) 
(Coll.  B.M.).  Enock  collection,  without  data,  2  cf-cf  2  9  $ 
(slides)  (F.  Enock)  (Coll.  M.M.).  Surrey:  Richmond,  1  9 
17.viii.1909  ( F .  Enock)  (Coll.  M.M.).  Cheshire:  Rostherne, 
1  9  (slide)  1. x.  1933  ( H .  Britten)  (Coll.  H.B.) ;  Dunham  Massey, 
1  9,  ix.1919  (O.  Whittaker)  (Coll.  W.H.S.).  Middlesex: 
Holloway,  1  9>  S-ix.igog  (F.  Enock)  (Coll.  W.H.S.). 

Original  descriptions  of  species  recorded  as  British  but 

NOT  INCLUDED  IN  FOREGOING  NOTES 
POLYNEMA  BRITANNUM  Girault. 

1911  Polynema  brittanum  (sic!)  Girault,  Ent.  News ,  Philad., 
22:366. 

‘  Male.  Length  0.80  mm.  Moderate  to  moderately  small  for 
the  genus.  About  the  same  size  as  euchariforme  with  which  it 
was  confused.  General  colour  brownish  black  or  black  suffused 
with  some  brown,  including  venation,  antennae,  intermediate 
and  posterior  femora  and  tibiae  and  distal  tarsal  joints.  Pedicel 
of  antenna  suffused  with  yellowish.  Trochanters,  knees,  tips  of 
tibiae,  proximal  three  tarsal  joints  and  cephalic  legs  yellowish, 
the  tarsal  joints  paler.  Wings  hyaline.’ 

From  Girault ’s  comparison  with  certain  North  American 
species  of  the  genus  Polynema  following  the  above  formal  des¬ 
cription  we  may  gather  that  P.  britannum  has  ‘  moderately 
broad  ’  wings  with  ‘  about  16  longitudinal  lines  of  discal  cilia 
across  the  widest  part,  ’  the  costal  fringe  is  fairly  long  the  longest 
cilia  being  ‘about  two-thirds  the  greatest  wing  width.’  The 
costal  cilia  gradually  lengthen  distad.  Described  from  a  single 
male  on  a  slide  in  the  U.S.  National  Museum,  bearing  one  of 
Enock ’s  printed  labels  ‘  Cosmocoma  euchariformis.  ’  As  previ¬ 
ously  noted  Enock  confused  several  species  under  the  above 
name  among  his  early  slides  bearing  this  printed  label.  I 
cannot  associate  the  above  description  for  certain  with  any  of 
these. 


Polynema  albitarse  Kieffer 

1913  Polynema  albitarse  Kieffer,  Bull.  Soc.  hist.  Nat.  Metz , 
(3)4:2. 

‘  cf  9  •  Le  male  est  noir  ;  trochanters,  base  et  extremite  des 
tibias,  tarses  et  petiole  blanchatres.  Antennes  a  peine  de  moiti6 
plus  longues  que  le  corps,  les  11  articles  du  flagellum  seulement 
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deux  fois  aussi  long  que  gros.  Sillons  parapsidaux  profonds.  La 
suture  qui  separe  le  scutellum  du  mesonotum  et  celle  qui  separe 
le  metanotum  du  segment  median  sont  indistinctes.  Ailes 
hyalines,  conformees  comme  chez  P.  ovulorum.  L.  0.9  mm. — 
Ecosse. 

‘  La  femelle  est  coloree  comme  le  male,  sauf  que  le  second 
article  des  antennes  est  blanchatre  et  les  articles  tarsaux  3-5  un 
peu  brunis.  Tete  plus  large  que  le  thorax.  Antennes  de  9 
articles,  aussi  longues  que  la  tete,  le  thorax  et  le  petiole  reunis, 
les  deux  premiers  articles  conformes  comme  chez  P.  ovulorum , 
le  3e  et  les  articles  5  a  8  un  peu  plus  longs  que  gros,  4e  deux 
fois  aussi  long  que  gros,  de  la  meme  longueur  que  le  premier, 
mais  plus  mince,  8e  a  peine  grossi,  ge  aplati,  en  ellipse  allongee, 
aussi  long  que  les  trois  precedents  reunis  et  trois  fois  aussi 
large.  Sillons  parapsidaux  profonds  et  tr£s  rapproch^s  en 
arriere,  suture  entre  le  scutellum  et  le  metanotum  bien  marquee. 
Segment  median  suibitement  declive,  presque  perpendiculaire. 
Thorax  a  peine  plus  long  que  haut.  Tarse  posterieur  aussi  long 
que  le  tibia  ou  meme  davantage.  Petiole  depassant  les  hanches 
posterieures  ;  queue  presque  nulle,  pas  plus  longue  que  grosse  ; 
tari&re  sortant  de  la  base  du  second  sternite  et  logee  dans  une 
goutti^re,  de  sorte  qu’elle  parait  sortir  de  l’extremite  posterieure 
de  l’abdomen.  L.  1  mm. — Angleterre,  recueilli  par  Horace 
Donisthorpe  dans  un  nid  de  Formica  rafa.’ 

Polynema  LONGiCAVDA  Kieffer 

i9i3  Polynema  longicauda  Kieffer,  Bull.  Soc.  hist.  Nat.  Metz „ 
(3)* :  3- 

‘  9  •  Noir  ;  articles  antennaires  2  et  3  jaunes,  le  3e  un  peu 
brunatre,  les  suivants  brun  noir  ou  noirs  ;  extremite  des  hanches 
et  pattes  d’un  blanc  sale,  milieu  des  femurs,  des  tibias  et  tarses 
un  peu  assombris,  petiole  d’un  blanc  sale.  Antennes  conformees 
comme  chez  le  precedent.  Ailes  hyalines,  cils  des  anterieures 
egalant  la  demi-largeur.  Tibia  posterieur  de  la  meme  longueur 
que  le  tarse.  Petiole  aussi  long  que  les  hanches  posterieures ; 
queue  atteignant  au  moins  la  moitie  de  la  longueur  de  l’abdomen. , 
L.  0.9  mm. — Ecosse.’ 

Polynema  ruficolle  Kieffer 

1913  Polynema  ruficolle  Kieffer,  Bull.  Soc.  hist.  Nat.  Metz , 
(3)  ®  :3- 

‘  9  •  Noir  brillant ;  deux  premiers  articles  antennaires, 
hanches,  pattes  et  petiole  d’un  jaune  vitellin  ;  prothorax  roux 
marron.  Arete  separant  le  front  du  vertex  tr6s  distincte  et  per- 
currente.  Yeux  depassant  d’un  tier  la  longueur  des  joues. 
Articles  antennaires  1-3  et  les  4  derniers  conformes  comme  chez 
P.  ovulorum  mais  relativement  plus  petits,  le  4e  seulement  de 
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moitie  plus  long  que  le  3e,  qui  est  a  peine  deux  fois  aussi  long 
que  gros.  Ailes  plus  petites  que  chez  P .  ovulorum  mais  depas- 
sant  encore  1’abdomen,  a  cils  plus  courts,  n’atteignant  pas  la 
demi-largeur  aux  ailes  anterieures.  Tarse  posterieur  pas  plus  long 
que  le  tibia,  tandis  qu’il  est  presque  deux  fois  aussi  long  que 
le  tibia  chez  la  femelle  de  P.  ovulorum .  Queue  presque'  nulle,  k 
peine  perceptible ;  chez  P.  ovulorum,  elle  est  trois  fois  aussi 
longue  que  grosse.  L.  0.8  mm. — Ecosse.’ 
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